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PREFATORY NOTE

Thiz report on the Federal College Work-Study (CWS) Program is
based on data obtained from students holding CWS jobs, employers hiring
students under the program, financial aid personnel administering the
program at the institutional level, and officials implementing the pro-
ar2i at the regional and national levels.

All respondents contributed generously of their time by com-
pleting questionnaires, supplying statistical data, and--in some in-
stances--spending long hours discussing their experiences in the pro-
crai: with the investigators. In addition, personnel at the Office of Ed-
ucation (Office of Planning, Buldgeting, and Evaluation) have been most
nclnful, as have been administrators at the regioral level.

Intellectual guidance and stimulation were provided by many of
our colleagues at the Bureau of Applied Social Research, in particular,
Dr. Allen Barton and Dr. Sam Sieber, the Principal Investigators for
the Study. Special thanks are due to Carol Dulaney who organized, co-

ordinated, and cxecuted the complex tasks involved in conducting a study

of this magnitude and who patiently typed the several drafts of the man-
uscript. Gratitude is also due to Sandy Vogel and Deborah Marks who
assisted in the collection, compiling, coding and processing of the
data.

The reader should bear in mind that much has occurred in the ficld

of federal financial aid since the data were collected. Changes have




taken place in the organizational structure of the Bureau of iigher
Education; a Higher Education Bill was passed altering the tripar-
tite aid program analyzed in this study; application foems, guide-
lines, emphases and practices have been modified. Some of the c-
vents recorded are now history--perhaps never to be repeated. Ac-
% cordingly, it should be emphasized that the data reported in this
study cover fiscal year 1971 (academic year 1970-7i) and the find-

ings are applicable to conditions existing during this year.

Xix




SUMMARY

3ackground
The Federal College Work-Study Program ((CWS) was established under
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. Admini.:z *.on was transferred to
Office of Education, Division of Student Finar-~ia Aid (DSFA)l in 1965
with a legislative mardate
- «.. to expond part-time employment opportunities for
students, particularly those from low-income families,
who are in need of the earnings from part-time employ-
ment in order to pursue a course of study at an insti-
tution of higher education.?2
CWS represents one major element in the three-pronged program of
grants,3 loans, and work through which the Federal Government has been
making it possible for financially needy high school graduates to ob-
tain the benefit of higher education. Through the CWS program, Federal
grants are made to institutions of higher education to enable them to
create job opportunities for eligible students. These grants provide
80% of the payroll expenses involved in the part-time and summer employ-

ment of the student, the remaining 20% is contributed by the institution

or off-campus employing agency.

1 . . . . . .

The Division of Student Financial Aid has sirce been incorporated
along with the various Special Services programs into a Division of Stu-
dent Assistance.

2
U.S. Department of Health, Lducation, and Welfare, College Work-
Study Program Manual, (Washington, 0.C.: Printing Office, 1968) . 1-1.

3An analysis of the Educational Opportunity Grant Program was
completed by two of the authors and submitted to USOE in Juns 1971.
See Triedman, N., and Thompson, J., The Fedeval Educational Opportunity
Grant Program: A Status Report, Fiscal Year 1970, May 1971.

1




Objectives of the Study

In the summer of 1970, the BASR was awarded a contract by the U.S5.
Office of Education to study the CWS Program. The objectives of the study
were to gain information about:

(1) The types of programs operatirng in‘different institutions

- (2) The consequences of the program for:

-

(a) Students

> (b) Institutions

g

(c) Employing agencies

(3) The extent to which existing institutionai channels and
machinery at the national, regional and institutional levels
have been effective in implementing and administering the
program

(4) The extent to which the program is accomplishing its stated
objectives of increasing the educational opportunities for
students who might otherwise not attend college, attend
only part-time, postpone college, or +ind their chcice of
college restricted by financial limitations.

Procedures of the Study

The following data have been collected:

(1) Questionnaires from 8,172 students enrolled in the CWS program
during academic year 1970-71 (Response rate was 66%)

(2) Student characteristic forms from 795 aid officers, reporting
information on 10,2u2 students (This represents 97% of the

administrators responding for 83% of the CWS sample students)
i




(3)

(u)

(5)

(8)

Findings

Questionnaires from 2006 participating institutions (82%
response rate)

Questionnaires from 2,232 employers of CWS students (58%
response rate)

Data from National Center for Educational Statistics, from
Fiscal Operations Reports (FY 1969 and 1970) from Application
Forms (FY 1971 and 1972) and from December Reports (calendar
year 1969 and 1970)

Qualitative data obtained through semi-structured interviews
with administrators, employers, and students at 23 institu-

tions and in two selected summer cooperative programs,

. Student Characteristics (Chapters Two and Three)

(D

(2)

When viewed against the yardstick of national (ACE) norms for
entering freshmen, CWS freshmen constitute a group from a
distinctly lower socio-economic background and have propor-
tionally almost three times as many students from minority
backgrounds.

Fifty-five percent of the CWS students come from families with
annual incomes of less than $6000. On the other hand, for 18%
the financial aid officer reports family incomes of $39000 or
more. These latter tend to be white students enrolled at
high-cost institutions, who carry a National Defense Student
Loan (NDSL) or another type of loan, and whose parents ave

expected to contribute more than $850 on the average toward




:

—

(3)

college expenses.

Income and ethnicity dramatically differentiate the demo-

graphic, academic, and attitudinal characteristics of CHWS

students. Exceptionally low-income/minority students

are more likely than other CWS participants to:

(a) Have grown up in a rural setting in a southern or
border state

(b) Be the first in the family to attend college

(c) Have been enrolled in a non-college preparatory program
in high school; have made a relatively late decision
to attend college; or to state that the availability
of financial aid was the primary consideration in their
choice of a college

(d) Have sought a college which would provide vocational
preparation rather than intellectual challenge

(e) Attend public institutions, especially the two-year
community colleges.

Compared with other CWS students, the lowest-income or min-

ority students have equally high aspirations for educational

and occupational attainment. They tend to be more certain

than other CWS students about their occupational choice.

On the average CWS earnings cover half of the basic expenses

of attending college and in most instances such earnings are

accompanied by an Educaticnal Opportunity Grant (EOG) and/

or NDSL. Still, more than half of the student respondents
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ialicate that the total amount of financial aid they receive

is insufficient to cover basic expenses. On tQS\average,
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625 additional is required--the amount varying for each in-

w

7

‘

ome category and to a large degree reflecting the cost of

(¢

attending college.

Institutions (Chapter Six)

(1) Differential participation in the three Federal programs
(CWS, EOG and NDSL) reflects differing composition of student
bodies and varying institutional cost.

(2) Compared with institutions participating in two or three pro-
grams, those with only a CWS program tend to:

(a) Find their CWS allocation adequate;

(b) Have a smaller CWS program;

(¢) Offer financial aid to a smaller segment of the enrolled
students but CWS employment to a higher percentage of
eligible students.

(3) Six out of ten institutions report that their 1970-71 allo-
cation was inadequate to provide employment for all eligible
students. Proportionally, more than twice as many predomi-
nantly black as white institutions report four or five years
of insufficient funding and st these chronically underfunded
institutions, a smaller proportion of the eligible students
is offered CWS employment. In general, the higher the pro-
portion of low-income/minority students, the more likely is

70 institution to report chronic underfunding.




(4)

(5)

(7)

(1)

(2)

The chronically underfunded institution is more likely to
appeal the panel recon ‘endation and to receive a supplemental
allocation.

Approximately half of the instituvions, even those which do
not report chronic underfunding, give preference to students
who apply first.

One-third of the institutions participating in CWS have no
off-campus employment program. The data suggest that some
schools are utilizing CWS as a means of maintaining normal
operations in the face of rising costs and that such schools
cannot afford to establish and administer an off-campus em-
ployment program.

Comparison of institutions which do or do not maintain off-
campus employment programs suggests that while the latter
indeed may be handicapped by insufficient staff or geograph-

ical location, they anticipate encountering problems with

which they may not be able to cope in maintaining an off-

campus program.

C. Employers (Chapter Seven)

More than four out of five employers of CWS students are of

the opinion that students have developed useful skills and

positive attitudes towards work as a result of CWS emplcyrent.

Perceptions of the benefits of employment are highest among,

employers who are not closely associated with the CWS Coor-

dinator, who have a great need for CWS workers, and who
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(3)

provide joﬁs with a high level of skill and with relevance

to academic or career interests of students.

Employers are more likely to report that participation in the

CWS prcgram has enabled the agency or deﬁartment to expand

its operations if they:

(a) Enjoy close and regular relations with the CWS coordin-
ator

(b) Have a high need for CWS students

(c) E;aluate their CWS employees positively

(d) Provide CWS stud:zats with relatively high skill-level

or relevant employment

D. CWS Employment and Job Satisfaction (Chapters Four and Five)

(1)

(2)

(3)

By far, the majority of CWS students (63%) are employed in
clerical jobs or in positions as security; maintenance, food
service, or hospitality aides. Only a small percentage (15%)
are serving as social or community aides, teaching or re-
search assistants, or government and judicial aides, even
though these are the very positions which are most highly
rated by students. \

On the whole, more than half of the students are very satis-
fied with their current CWS jobs; yet, half of tlose working
would prel.r holding a different job.

Regardless of the job assigmment, students agree that through

CW5 emplovment they have made friends and learned about peo-

ple. Other advantages., such as becoming more certain about




their career choice or feeling they have been deing something

useful, tend to be associated with specirfic types of jobs.

(4) Although a small proportion of students report that as a re-
sult of their jobs they have fallen behind ir their classes,
overall, CWS employment does not seem to be detrimental to
keeping up with studies.

(5) The major contributor to student»job satisfaction is the

choice in selecting the job and arranging the hours--in

short, whether the job a student holds is the one he pre-

fers.

E. Funding (Chapters Eight and Nine)
(1) Establishing Demand
(a) Observation of the panel reveiw process disclosed an
essentially equitvable arrangement for evaluating re-
quests for federal student aid funds. Each panelist
made a concerted effort to be fair in exercising
judgment at all time.
(b) The panel process has several unobtrusive consequences.
(i) It provides an opportunity for both federal and
regional officials to communicate directly with
financial aid officers from divergent types of
institutions;
(i1) 1t creates intra-region relationships which facil-
itate exchanging knowledge of program managemenc

techniques based on a range of experience;
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(iii) It sorves as a platform for the personal clari- L
fication of an application submitted by a panel
member.

fc) A reduction of the total request was in store for three
out of five institutions contemplating an average award
of $800 or mere for each student expected to receive
financial aid.

(d) Appealing a recommendation generally paid dividends.

Seven out of eight were raised between 20% and 55%.

(2) Distribution of FY'72 Punds
(a) Tor the first time family income became the basis for
funding the LOG-IY and CWS programs. The outcome was
marked by both success and failure.
The higher the percentage of program funds fore-

cast for distribution to these low-income students,

the higher the proportion of the recommendation

actually funded.

The funds appropriated by the Congress were not

adequate to cover over 14% of the amount needed

for initial year grants to these students. For |
the EOG-IY program as a whole, need exceeded

funds by 35%.

For CWS, the appropriation did cover the federal

contribution to the wages of students from families

with incomes below $6000, but the amount was still

19% lower than total program need.
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(b) Regional distribution was erratic. For the three DSFA
programs taken as a whole:
(i) Three regions were 10% below the level of need.
(ii) One stood at the national average, 20% below need.
(iii) Six were more than 26% below approved need.

-, (3) Up and down *the line, from the rational, to the regional,

-

state, and institutional levels runs the complaint that des-
pite panel decisions and regardless of successful appeals,
actual appropriations represent substantial cuts from panel
approved amcunts, and institutions are not able to meet the
needs of eligible students. The chief casualty, of course,
is the student who has counted on Federal assistance to

help meet basic college expenses.

Conclusions

The major cpnclusion of this study is that the CWS program is a-
chieving its primary goal of enabling students from low-income famillies
to help defray the costs of post-secondary education with the earnings
from part-time and summer employment. On the average CWS earnings are
paying half of the basic costs of attending college~-this is no small
weight for one financiél aid program to bear.

Over and above the financial benefits of CWS employment, a major-
ity of students report maximum satisfaction from their CWS jobs and less

than one in six is actually dissatisfied. Most feel that their jobs have

helped them meet and learn to get along with people, and substantial pro-

portions feel that they have gained useful skills and attitudes in the




course of their CWS employment. In addition, many students are in em-
ployment settings which offer opportunities for extra hours of work or
for summer employment at the employer's expense, or even for a permanent
job after graduation.

For many employing agencies, the ability to use CWS students
has meant expansion of agency operations--an effect fully congruent with
legislative intent. Still another effect of the CWS program--not to be
lightly dismissed in these days when post-secondary institutions are
fighting for survival--is that for many schools, hiring CWS students has
meant the ability to maintain normal operations in the face of rising
costs.

These then, are the "pluses" of the CWS program. At the same
time, it should le noted that many students are spending up to fifteen
hours a week at jobs which are routine and yield little in the form cf
long—rangg benefits. Similarly, many institutions are not effectively
utilizing the program to accomplish the objectives of educating students
and preparing them for productive futures.

Generally, however, financial aid administrators--together with
employers--are actively attempting to provide students with work that
goes far beyond the provision of tuition dollars. Despite chronic in-
sufficiency of funds, despite the administrative uncertainties and com-
plexities, some schools are successfully placing students in interesting
responsible challanging jobs--both on- and off-campus--jobs which 1link
student and professor, which create feelings of worthwhileness, which

support community action programs, which offer students an opportunity

for future employment.




-

It is this minority of administra‘ors which points out most
clearly the direction which CWS programming can take in the future.
In this way, it can do more than provide dollars, more than create

leaf-rakers or clerks for institutions of higher educarion, but can

serve as a means of education for life.




NOTES ON METHODOLOGY

Section A. The Samples
I. Institutions

The study design requested by the Bureau of Higher Education,

U.S. Office of Education called for the seiection of a sample of approxi-

matel 15,000 students from the 1970-71 academic year CWS participants.
A review of the distribution amonz the participating instituticns re-
vealed that over one-half of the students in *he CVWS Program were ex-
pected to be in only 283 (11.6%) of ~he institutions of higher educa-
tion. while,18% of the students would be spread throughout 1613 (66.3%)
of the institutions.

Such 2 skewed distribution means that a heavy investment of
government funds is concentrated in relatively few program operations.
To reflect this fact, and at the same time assure proportionzl repre-
sentation of the students, the samnling plan included some students
‘rom each school oroviding jobs for 300 or more CWS participants, from
averv other'school with only 100-299 CWS students, and from every sixth
instituéion with less than 100 program participants. In all, 820 jinsti-
tutions were selected: all the 283 large program schools, 257 of the

514 medium, and 269 of the 1618 sn: 1 program schools. The sam-

nle of institutions was used exclusively for the selection of student




TABLE 1

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS O INSTITUTIONS
IN THE CWS UNIVERSE AND OF SAMPLE INSTITUTIONS
BY SIZE OF CWS PROGRAM

Small Program Medium Program All
o Selictgdt. Large
haracteristics CWS CWS * Ppospam
Universe oSample Universe; Sample ' Schile
Tvpe/Qontrol i
Private university | 2.2% 1.5% 6.8% 5.2 | 8.1%
Public university A BN .7 . 8.5 . 8.2 ! 36.4
Private four-year ©37.1 . 33.6 ) 28,5 ¢ 27.5 14.5
Pyblic four-year : 5.1 ¢ 6.7 21,4 +19.0 31.8
Private two-year Po17.4 i 15.7 6.7 i 6.7 A B §
Public two-year 36.7 ; 41.8 28,1 ! 33.5 | 8.1
; . :
B i S
Racial Composition E : ‘ i
Predominantly white ' 98.,7% 98.9% . 90.6% 90,7% : 85.2%
Predominantly black . 1.3 1.1 r 9.4 ;9.3 14.8
Federal Region @ f § ; i
' { H . )
I 8.1% 8.2% ¢ 5.9% : 5.9% 35,
II | 12.0 11.2 9,8 | 10.0 11.2
111 i 12.3 12.3 11,8 | 11.5 10,2
IV 18,2 18.6 2m,2 L 2,9 2..9
\ © 19,2 19,0 15,3 . 15,2 1e.2
VI 6.9 7.1 11,3 P11.5 1t .8
VII 7.2 7.5 | 2.6 | 1.9 3.5
VIII 3.8 3,7 3.9 2.7 5.7
IX P 9,0 9,0 10.5 | 1lo.u .9
X © 3.3 3.4 4,6 , u.8 | 2.8
i i
Number of Schools i (1618) (268) (541) (269) | (283)
3 :
| 1 —

3The states comprising each region appear in Appendix B.




and emmlover samrles. Everv one of the almost 2400 institutions
rarticinating in the CYS Program was invited to contribuie to the
research, however, bv comrleting a questionnaire.

Table 1 compares the characteristics of the small- and medium-
program sample schools with all small- and medium-program CWS schools
and reveals the strong resemblance between sample institutions and
those in the CWS universe. Private four-vear institutions are perhaps
slightly underrepresented, and public two-year schools slightly over-
represented in the sample. There are no regional differences, however,
and rredominantly black institutions appear in the sample exacily in

the same proportion as in the universe of CWS schools.

II. The Student Sample

The financial aid officer at each sample school was asked to pro-
vide the names and addresses of all students enrolled in the CWS program
during Fall Semester 1970-71. Only 25 financial aid officers failed to
comply with this reauest and a student sample was then drawn from the

remaining 795 institutio: , in the fcllowing manner:

CWS Program Student Sampling Number Students

Size Proportion in Sample
Large 0.04 6,109
Medium .09 4,0uy
Small 0.23 2,261

TOTAL 0.0u4 12,414
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It is aprarent, as can be seen in Table 2, that this two-stage
sampling procedure vielded a sample fairly similar to the CWS universe.
The slight overrepresentation of students from schools with medium-
sized programs and underrepresentation from those with large programs
mav simply be the result of the fact that the figures in the first

column of Table 2 are themselves estimates.

TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF CWS STUDENTS IN THE
UNIVERSE AND IN THE SAMPLE BY
SIZE OF CWS PROGRAM

CWS Universe Sample
Size of Estimated i é
CWS Program E giﬁgzzt:f j Percent : Nu:?er Percent
- in Program? ’ Students
Small ' 55,728 18% 2,261 18%
Medium é 83,700 27 ' 4,0ul 33
Large 170,514 55 6,109 49
TOTAL (309,942) 100% (12,414) 100%

8Estimate is based on projected number of awards presented in
Notification to Members of Congress, WS Report No. 31, 1970.

IIT. Employer Sample

A listing of all employers or supervisors of CWS students was

obtained from each of the sample schools, with the exception of the 25
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who did not respond. These lists contained the names and addresses
of arrroximately 23,000 emplovers, the approximate number of students
under their supervision, together with an indication of whether the
employment was located on- or off-campus. A sample of employers was

. 1
drawn from these lists as follows:

.

Location of Sampling Number in
Employment Proportion Sample
On-camnus .085 2,181
Off-campus .333 1,472

Location not
Specified 18

The decision to sample off-campus employers more heavily was
taken in response to USOE's expressed interest in shifting the emphasis
in the CWS program to off-campus employment. While speaking in Atlanta
on June 30, 1969, Dr. James E. Allen, then Assistant Secretary for

Education and U.S. Commissioner of Education stated:

“One (problem) is Zow to get more of the students
imolved in the Work-Study programs off the cam-
pus, “into the community. We would like to see
the ratio of on-campus to of f-campus work re-
versed, with the majority working off-campus in-
stead of the opposite situation which prevails
now.

“Before drawing the sample of on- and off-campus employers, the
entire list of names was categorized into six groups, according to the
tyre and control of the institution with which employment was associated.
This ensured an adequate representation of employers from each of the
six kinds of institutions,

2ﬂuoted in memorandum from Warren T. Troutman, Chief, Work-
ntudy Branch, Division of Student Financial Aid, Bureau of Higher
Fducation, Devartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, September, 1969,




Section B. The Data

When the study began (July 1, 1970) there were 2374 institutions
of higher education and an estimated 330,000 students participating in
the CWS program.3 The following outline delineates the data that have
been collected from institutions, students, and employers, as well as from
other sources for the analysis of the operation of this large-scale

student financial aid program.

I. Institutional Data

1. Mailed Questionnaire
a. Background Information

1) History of CWS Program
2) Enrollment
3) Estimated financial aid recipients

b. CWS Program
1) Statistics

a) Students employed
b) Job classifications
c) Hourly wages

d) Hours of work

e) Employers involved

2) Administration

a) Procedures, policies, problems
b) Personnel

c) Summer program

d) Off-campus program

3) Assessment

c, Institutional employment program

“These figures are based on the Notification to Members of
Congress VS Report No. 31 and Supplements 1-4.
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I. Institutional Data (Continued)

2. Federal Reporting Forms

a. Fiscal Cperations Report: FV 1969 and FY 1970

1)
2)

Summaryv of total involvement in three DSFA programs
C¥S e~ecific information

a) Number of students enrolled
b) Number receiving other types DSFA assistance
c¢) Student characteristics

(1) Race or ethnic group
(2) OGross family income
(3) Class level

(4) Support classification
(5) Job location

d) O0ff-campus employer listing

b. Application Forms: FY 1972

1)

2)

Summaryv data

a) Amount requested for operation of each of
three DSFA programs

b) Full-time enrollment

c) College related costs

(1) Tuition and fees
(2) Room and Board or commuter allowance

d) Institutional financial commitment to student
subport

e) Estimated distribution of students by family
income level

CWS nrogram request

a) Expected number of students
b) Anticipated work location
c) Tederal support required

c. December Reports: Calendar years 1969 and 1970

1)

2)
3)
u)

CWS expenditures January 1 through December 31, 1969
and 1970

Year -end financial status of program

Federal share of on and off-campus employment costs

Number of students employed on- or off-campus

3. Haster Data Recor:d

a. U,S, Office of Education

1)

President's list of participating institutions

a) DSFA program activity
b) Racial composition of school

c) Tvpe based on highest degree granted
d) Control




i+, Institutional Data
3. Master Data Record
a. U.S, Office of Education (Concinued)
2) Statistical Work Sheet

a) Percentage allocation to each state July 1, 1970
b) Percentage allocation to each state Jan 1, 1971

National Center for Educational Statistics
a) Education Directory, 1970-71

(1) Program cffering

(2) Religious affiliation
{3) Highest degree awarded
(4) Sex of student body

Opening Fall Enrollment, 1970

(1) Total number male students
(2) ‘Total number female students

Notification to Members of Congress, WS Report No. 31

a) Estimated number CWS participants 1970-71
b) Federal allocation

II. Studert Data
1, Mailed Ouestionnaire
a. Background information

1) Demographic data

2) Academic history

3) Employment experience
4) Current class level

Financial aid components
CWS employment

1) Job description

2) Hours and wages

3) Working environment

4) Performance assessment

Attitudes and opinions

1) College in general
2) Financial aid
3) CWS Program

Educational aspirations

Career nlans
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Student Data (Continued)

2. ttudent Characteristic Form completed by financial aid
officer

Gross family income
Expected parental contribution
¢. Federal financial aid for academic vear

[ ol

1) cCuS earnings
2) Amount of EOG
3) RSize of NDSL
4) Accumulative grade-ocint average
5) Ethnicitv

TII. Employer Data
1. Mailed Questic..naire
a. Background informa.ion

1) Agency descriotion
2) CWS orogram history
3) Personal attributes

b. Administration ¢f CWS Program

1) Communication with CWS Coordinator
2) Scliciting students
3) Employment conditions

a) Wages and hours

b) Job description

¢} Training practices
d) Turnover

4) Records and maintenance
5) Assessment

¢, At-itudes and opinions regarding

1) College
2) Students as employees

IV. Additional Sources of Data

1. Bureau of Arplied Social Research College Data Bank:
Data collected in 1970 fpom approximately 1800 ins.itutions
and 12,500 -<tudents participating in the Educational
Orrortunitr Grant Program. These questionnaires provide
information on:

a8, Recruitment and supportive proerams
b. Institutional costs and enrollments; admissions criteria
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Additional Sources of Data

1.

Bureau of Applied Social Research College Data Bank (Continued)

c. Problems, procedures and policies in the administration
of the Educational Opportunitv Grant Program

d. Institutional assessment of the Educational Opportunity
Grant Program

e. Demographic, academic and attitudinal data on

1) 12,500 Educational Opportunity Grant recipients,
1969-70 academic year

2) 5,000 College Work Study participants, 1969-70

Obtaining "~formation from the above source has enabled com-
parison of the characteristics, problems, and successes of
students and institutiorns participating in CWS with those

in EOG,

Case studies

To permit observation of the College Work-Study orogram in
operation, 23 schools (selected by National Center for Edu-
cational Statistics of U, S, Office of Education) were
visited. The visits provide depth to the study unobtainable
through survey techniques alone. In addition to the field
observations at each institution, data were obtained through
interviews with the administrator of the College Work-Study
program, the director of recruitment or other special pro-
gram; the fiscal officer; both on-campus and of f-campus
employers of CWS students; and students themselves. Also
included in the case studies were Urban Corps and Summer
Employma’t in Texas, two multi-institutional cooperative
programs which provide off-campus summer employment for CWS
students., Qualitative material was obtained in these areas:

a. CWS Program administration

1) Procedures and policies
2) Problems and satisfactions
3) Assessment of impact

a) Institution
b) Students

4) Recommendations for improvement




IV, Additional Sources of Data

2. Case studies (Continued)
b. Financial manacement

1) Aprlving for funds
2) Tederal distributions

a) Timing
b) Channels

3) Pavroll records
3. Funding orocess

The data for this sesment of the study were obtained from
three major sources: forms submitted to USOE by partici-
pating institutions," observaticn of panels reviewing these
forms, and interviews with program officials in Washington
and each of the ten regional offices. The following in-
fcrmation has been compiled:

a. Characteristics of participating institutions
b. Funds requested for DSFA programs
Cc. Panel system of review

1) Case-load

2) Criteria for evaluating requests
3) Recommendation determination

4) Appealing decision

d. Allocation of federal funds

1) Legislative suthorization
2) Determination of awards
3) Notification of institutions

e. Administrative constraints
f. Assessment of current DSFA practice
£. Recommendations for improvement

4. Intensive follow-up of non-responding students

a. Mailed questionnaire

1) Background information
2) Financial aid
3) CWS employment

b. Telephone interview

uThe forms include the Fiscal Operations Report for FY 1970 and
the Application Torm for FY 1972 described in Parts I.2.a and I.2.b in
this chapter.
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Section C. The Response

In March, 1971 over 12,000 questionnaires were mailed to the
sample of students and 2400 to institutions participating in the CWS
Program. In addition, Student Characteristic Forms were sent to each
of the schools from which the sample of students had been drawn. In
April, the 3600 employers were mailed questionnaires. At this time,
follow-up questionnaires were sent to approximately 7000 students and
1300 institutional administrators who had not responded. In early
June each of the 2000 non-responding employers was sent a second ques-—
tionnaira. During June and July letters were sent to non-responding
institutions. Furthermore, terephone calls were made to over 200 aid
administrators who had failed to return either questionnaires or Stu-
dent Characteristic Forms by the stated deadline of July 1, 1971.

I. Iastitutions

The response to the original mailing and subsequent follow-up
activities for the three groups are presented in the next series of
tables. Starting with Table 3, it is apparent that 82% of the insti-
tutions responded to the questionnaire.5 This high response rate is
attributed primarily to the extensive mail and telephone effort; the

project staff spent many weeks answering questions or offering

5'l‘his is extremely close to the &4% achieved a year earlier by
the EOG Study. The researchers were gratified by the CWS response; it
had been feared that institutional respondents completing a long ques-
tionnaire for the EOG study would be reluctant to do so again. In
addition, others have been fur less successful in gaining cooperation.
See e.g. Kitano, H. and Miller, D. An Assessment of Educational Oppor-
tunity Programs in California Higher Education, Scientific Analysis
Corp., California, 1970 which elicited only a 60% institutional response.

o




r

regusurane: 1, T orim administrators who sought clarification of

itens or wh gquestioned their right to reveal confidential informa-

tion. Most ob :.rions hinged upon the principle of "invasion of
privacy'", whil other aid officers simply registered complaints about
the amount of rin: v quired to complete the questionnaire and Student

Characteristic orms.

The hich overall institutional response rate masks the dif-
ferential response rate for selected types of institutions. A closer
review of the ‘aublc shows thet smallness--be it size of school or pro-
grain- -tends to have a depressing effect on the response rate. In par-
ticular, less than one-half of the 127 proprietary schools chose to
participate in the study. Considering the fact that close to one hun-
dred of these schools fall in the private two-year class, the magnitude
of tha responsc sap between this class and each of the others is not
surprising.

Public institutions responded somewhat more frequently than
those in the orivate sector. This may be a function of the implied
program commitnent of the larger size schools and of their having the
personnel and machinery available to meet the general reporting re-
quirements innozed on tax supported institutions. Administrators in
predoninantly black institutions responded at almost the same rate as

s . . . 6
thelr countsrpiric in predominantly white schools.

oy, s . . . .

Thi: was somewhat unexpected, since black institutional responsc
rates in otner studies have been relatively low. A. Jaffe, W. Adams, and
. G. Meyers,  Uoaro Higher Education in the 1960's, Praeger, New York,
1968, pp. "03-00.

92

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

g .
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TABLE 3

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE RATES BY
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Selected Number of Response
Characteristics [ Institutions Rate
All Schools % 2,442 82.1%
Sample School '
Yes \ 820 85.0
No ; 1,622 80.7
Program Size é
Small 1,618 79,8
Medium ! 541 87.4
Large ! 283 85.5
Enrollment 3
i
Under 500 g 431 79.8
500 - 999 : Suh 82,2
1000 - 1999 § 48y 85.3
2000 - 4999 38y 84.9
5000 or more ' 285 88.1
Type/Control
Private university 96 85.4
Public university 171 86,6
Private four-year ; 795 82.3
Public four-year 5 289 , 85.5
Private two-year f 321 67.3
Public two-year ; 768 85.8
Racial Composition
Predominantly white 2,326 82.3
Predominantly black 11y 79.8
Sex
Male 53 73.6
Female 89 76.4

Coeducational




Table 3~-~Continued

Selected Number of Response 1
Characteristics Institutions . Rate

Federal Region

I 173 83.2%
I 280 : 70.7
I1I 292 , 84.6
v 487 t . 84,0
v 440 : 80.9
VI 214 ’ 84.1
VII 141 ; 87.9
VIII 98 : 88.8
[9 230 79.6
X 87 89.7
, J

Finally, examination of the response rates by Federal Region

reveals a variation from a low of 71% in Region IT to a high of
90% in Region X. 1In conversations with financial aid officers from

Region II. manv rrogram administrators expressed concern about con-

fidentialitv and were reluctant to complete the questionnaire or

.« L. 7
Student Characteristic Form.

7 |

These perczonal contacts were made by one of the authors while |
attending a conference of the New York State Financial Aid Administrators
Association, November 1971.




IT. Students
The assessment of the student respcnse presents the first op-
portunitv to compare the 1970 federal financial aid recipient with the
one from 1969. Only 66% of the 1970 CWS students returned their ques-
tionnaires, but the return rate figure had reached 78% for the EOG re-
cipients a year earlier. As the analysis proceeds, the differences
will mount; but the primary one is worthy of note here. The type of
aid received is not equivalent--the EOG student receives a grant while
the CWS students works for his money. The high response rate in the
EOG study may reflect fear of a curtailed or lost grant if the question-
naires were not comple'ced.8 The CWS student seems to have exercised a
greater degree of independence than his EOG counterpart., Superficially,
he appears to be not only less compliant but also more concerned about
the protection of his privacy., The identifying labels attached to the
questionnaires were removed three times as often by the CWS students as
by the EOG students the year before.

The response rates for (WS students enrolled in different types
of institutions are presented in Table 4. Interestingly, the locaticn
or characteristic of the institution affects the student resvonse rate
somewhat difterently from that of the financial aid officer. While pro-

gram size was positively related to institutional response rate, the ro-

lationship is reversed for the students, with a slightly higher rate

8., . . . .

This assumption is based on the number of notes and marginal
comments received from the EOG respondents, Many students thanked the
researchers for their grants or entered pleas for additional money.
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TABLE 4

STUDENT QUESTIONNATRL RESPONSL, RATL BY
SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTLRISTICS

Selected Institutional
Characteristics

Number of
Sample Students

Student
Response katce

All Schools

Program Size

Small
Medium
Large

Type/Control

Private University
Public University
Private Four-Ycar
Public Four-Year
Private Two-Year
Public Two-Year

Racial Composition of
Institution

Predominantly White
Predominantly Black

Federal Region

O WO IO AN~

r
I
|
}
|

12,414

2,261
4,044
6,109

782
2,746
2,659
2,965

477
2,785

11,134
1,280

716
1,194
1,178
2,636
2,077
1,568

710

654
1,204

477

65.8%2

68.
64.
65.

[0 Bio o)

64.
67.
69.
66.
66.
60.

— O N3O =

66.9
56.7

66.
57.
65.
68.
69.
65.
64.
69.
59.
71,1

N WO IO By~

8, . .

1hls.percentage includes the 7830 students responding to the regu-
lar questionnaire and 342 students responding to the intensive follow-
up questionnaire.

]
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noted for students from small program schools than either medium or
larse rrogram schools. When students are classified bv the tyre and
centrol of the institution they attend, it can be seen that the lowest
resronse rate is reccrded for students in public two-year schools
aquite unlike the record established by the administrators from these
schools. But the sharpest difference among the students exists be-
tween those from predominantly white and predominantly black institu-
tions. Students in the black schools fall ten percentage points be-
hind the other group in the return rate for complete questionnaires.
In the next section, the difference in students' response rates is
elucidated when personal characteristics of the CWS students are ex-
amined.
III. Employers

The emplovers depict a unique response pattern in that thev di-
verge from those of both the students and institutions. As shown in
Table 5, their overall response rate is 58%. Employers associated
with large scale CWS program schools are most likely to have responded,
The difference in rate noted for those on- and off-campus may be a
function of the greater likelihood of successful questionnaire deliveryv
to a campus address. Two out of three questionnaires were returned by
the emplovers associated with programs at universitv level institutions.

Those affiliated with private schools have the poorest record and the
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TABLE 5

EMPLOYER QUESTTONNATRE RESPONSE RATT
BY SLLECTED CHARACTLRISTICS

!
T - 1
Sclected i Number of Response
Characteristics g Emplovers Rate |
. i .
| s
All Employers 3,671 57.6% ,
Type/Control 5
Private University ; 313 66.8 !
Public University i 1,045 €9.8 |
Private Four-Year 659 42.0 :
Public Four-Year 869 54.8 |
Private Two-Year 125 50.4 ‘
Public Two-Year 650 55.5 i
Location of Job
On-Campus 2,181 i 57.9
Off-Campus 1,472 ! 51.0
Size of CWS Program
Small 384 57.6
Medium 992 57.9
Large 2,295 62.6
Federal Region
317 51.1
243 70.8 X
255 59.6 ‘
657 51.6 :
721 65.0 ! |
387 56.6 ! |
196 61.1 |
157 64.3 t
381 63.8 i
133 77 .4 i




resnonse rate is markedly low for employers working with students
from the four-year schools., While Region II has the lowest student
and institutional response rates, employers in this region registered

a 71% rate--surpassed only by the ones in Region X who reached 77%.

IV. Packet Schools

Twenty-five institutions (3% of the sample schools) did not
comply with our request for the names and addresses of CWS students and
emplovers. The program administrator at each school was sent a package
containing questionnaires, student characteristic forms, and instructions
for selecting the samples and distributing the materials. 1In all, 5980
student questionnaires and 268 employer questionnaires were processed
in this manner.

It is impossible to determine the true resbonse rate for these
packet schools since an exact accounting of the distribution at each
school is not available. However, the return rates based upon these
projections are much lower than the ones recorded for questionnaires

received in response to mail personally addressed from research head-

quarters.,
Number of Number Forms  Response
Type of Form Forms Sent Completed Rate
Institutional Questionnaires 25 16 6u4%
Student Characteristic Forms 25 1h 56
Student Questionnaires 580 175 30
Employer Questionnaires 268 116 43

9 .

None of the forms sent to five of these schocls vs ever returnec.
As a conseauence thev are not represented in the data files prepared bv
Bureau of Aprlied Social Research,
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Section D. Response Bias

The preceding section has documented the differential student,
institutional, and emplover response rates by selected institutional
characteristics, An attemot has been made to account for some of
the differences revealed in Tables 3, 4, and 5. In this section
the characteristics of non-responding institutions and studentslO are
compared in order to determine the extent to which non-response re-
duces the generalizability of the findings,

I. Institutionsll

Table 6 permits a comparison of responding and non-responding
institutions, 71t is clear that small-proéram schools and schools with
small student bodies are somewhat underrepresented in the sample, as
are orivate two-vear institutions and schools from Region II. In later
chapters, most data for institutions will be presented separately for
schools with varying characteristics, and I. is not expected that the
underrepresentation of a particular type of institution will alter the

interpretation of the findings.

II. Students

It was pointed out in Section I that data on each student in the
sample was reauested from the financial aid officer at the sample insti-
tutions., These data make it possible to compare the characteristics of

student respondents and non-respondents. These two groups can, in turn,

0.. .

Since no attemot was made to draw a sample of employers which
would be representative of the universe, the subseauent discussion does
not deal with emplovers,

llData on non-responding institutions is drawn from the Master
Data Record described on pages 19-2C.
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TABLE 6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPCNDING AND
NON-RLSPONDING INSTITUTIONS

T T -3
Selected t AL CWS Responding  § Non-Reporuiir
Characteristics * Institutions institutions ! Instjtutions
s
Program Size ?
- Small i 66.2% 64.4% i 75.05%
Medium ) 22.2 23.6 ' 15.6
Large { 11.6 12.1 ; 9.4
Sex :
Male ? 2.5 2.2 4.2
Female 4.3 3.9 6.2
Coeducaticnal i 93.2 93.8 89.6
1970 Enrollment E i :
4 ]
Under 500 f 20.2 19.3 : 25.1 i
500-999 ! 25.6 25.1 ' 28.0 !
1000-1699 i 22.7 23.2 20,2 !
2000-4999 : 18.0 18.3 16.8
5000 or more | 13.4 14.1 9.8
Federal Region
1 7.1 7.2 6.6
2 11.5 9.9 18.8
3 12.0 12.3 10.3
4 19.9 20.4 17.9
5 18.0 17.7 19.3
6 8.8 9.0 7.8
7 5.8 6.2 3.9
8 4.0 4.3 2.5
9 9.4 9.1 10.8
10 3.6 3.9 2.1
Type/Control
Private University ; 3.9 4.1 3.2
Public University i 7.0 7.4 5.3
Private Four-Year i 32.6 32.6 32.5
Public Four-Year i 11.8 12,3 9.7
Private Two-Ycar | 13.2 10.8 24.1
Public Two-Year i 31.5 32.8 25.1
Racial Composition
Predominantly White ; 95.3 95.5 94.7
Predominantly Black 4.7 4.5 5.3
i
Q Number of Schools 5 (2,442) $ (2,0006) (436) :
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be commared with a special 10% subsample (544 students) that was A4rawn
to elicit further comparative information for assessing the represen-
tativeness of the sample and the presence of response bias. This sub-
samole was intensivelyv followed through the mail and in the event of
failure, direct televhone contact was established. The effort was
gratifving in that 63% of the contacts were successfully completed.
Table 7, Parts A and B compare the three groups of students
in three respects:

1. Characteristics of schools in which they are enrolled
2, Familv backeround characteristics

3. Federal student financial aid received.
Part A of Table 7 shows the minimal differences among the institutional
affiliations of these students. A slightly higher perceni._e of non-
respondents attend public two-vear schools or those classified as pre-
dominantly black institutions, but . e of the differences is striking.

Similarly, Part B of Table 7 reveals a higher percentage of
blacks in the follow-up th. in the original sample. Aside from
this, the lack of contrast among the three distributions is the outstand-
ing feature of the table, The follow-up subsample is a compromise be-
tween the other two groups; at one point resembling the respondent grcup
more closely: at others, the non-respondent group. In general, non-
respondents are somewhat more likely than either of the respondent
groups to:

1, Come from families with annual incomes of less than $3000

2. Expect no financial .ssistance from their parents
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TABLE 7

Part A

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION GF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
OF RESPONDENTS, INTENSIVE FOLLOW-UP SAMPLLE,
AND NON-RESPONDENTS

Institutional ‘ Intensive ! Non-
Characteristics . Respondents Follow-llp . Respondents
Type/Control ; ;
Private University 4.6% 5.0% 5.5%
Public Unijversity : 23.4 22.4 . 22.0
Private Four-Ycar 5 22,3 20.6 ! 20.1
Public Four-Year i 25.7 25.6 | 24.3
Privatc Two-Year h 3,1 3.7 { 3.1
Public Two-Year ) 20.8 22.7 . 24.9
t t
i i
Racial Composition !: |
H i
Predominantly White . 90.8 86.3 ! 87.3
Predominantly Black 3 9.2 13.7 : 12.7
| ;
Federal Region : ;
1 ; 5.7 | 5.8 5.2
2 ' 6.1 6.9 i 9.1
3 § 8.8 9.7 - 9.5
4 i 21.1 22,7 : 22.2
5 ; 18.3 13.7 i 15.0
6 i 13,5 15.2 ' 13.5
7 | 7.0 7.2 ! 5.6
8 6.0 3.2 : 4.9
9 8.5 10.8 ! 10.7
10 5.0 4.7 i 4.3
|
Number of Students® . (6,229) (277) g (3,543)
i

a., .
These totals represent the number of students in cach category
for whom rinancial aid officc information had been supplied.

ik




-

w

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF Si
OF RESPONDENTS, TNTENSIVE

37
TABLE 7

Part B

AND NON-RiSPONDENTS

“L.LCTED CHARACITRISTICS
FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE,

Student Intensive Non-
Characteristics Respondents Follow-Up Respondents
Ethnicity
Black 19.4% 27.6% 30.7%
White 71.3 63.0 60.2
Other Minority 9.3 9.4 9.1
Gross Family Income
Under $3000 22.2 25.8 28.0
$3000 - $5999 30.5 32.0 31.9
$6000 - $7499 16.1 14 .4 14.8
$7500 - $8999 12.9 9.4 9.6
$£9000 or more 18.2 18.3 15.7
Expected Parental
Contribution
None 51.5 51.6 58.1
Under $400 18.2 17.1 15.8
$400 - $699 14.1 1€.7 12.0
$700 - $999 8.9 7.7 7.5
$1000 or more 7.3 6.9 6.6
Mean CWS Earnings
(1970-71) $608 $623 $610
Mean EOG (1970-71) $562 $514 $582
Mean GPA 2.59 2.47 2.41
Number of Students - (6,229) (277) (3,543)

8 These totals represent the number of students in cach category
for whom financial aid officc information had been supplied.
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3. Receive a slightly higher Educational Opportunity Grant

4, Have a little lower Grade Point Average (GPA)
As noted earlier, close to one in three of these non-responding

students is Black, compared with one out of five réspondents. As a

'consequence, much of the subsequent student data are presented separ-

ately for the various ethnic groups.

While techniques are zvailable ‘or manipulating data to com-
pensate for bias (fer differences between respondents and non-respond-
ents), it is still interesting to determine whether respondents are
in fact different from the universe of clients participating in the
CWS Program during the 1969-70 academic year. Such a comparison can be
made, using the ethnic background variable, between the respond-
erts and all CWS participants enumerated on the Fiscal Operations Re-
port FY 1970. Table 8 indicaces that while the ethnic background
of resoondents and non-respondents may differ, the respondents them-
selves do in fact closely approximate the characteristics of the CWS
universe for FY 1970.

n other words, the bias is introduced by the selective reporting
inherent in the data sub%itted bv the financial aid officers. The bias
is eradicated, when the students are allowed to speak for themselves.
Therefore, in subsequent chapters when the term 'CWS student' is used

in reference to the questionnaire respondent group, it will be with

a fair degree of confidence that the statement truly applies to that

particular sector.
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TABLE 8

RACE AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF SELECTED GROUPS OF
RESPONDENTS AND OF ALL 1969-70 CWS STUDENTS

Student All Student
face or Tomic Group | Sharacter | tatehed | wuestions | 106570
Sample Sample Respondents] Universe
Black 23.4% 19.4% 18.1% 20.5%
Indian 4 4 .8 .5
Oriental .9 1.0° 1.4 1.1
Spanish, Mexican-Amer-
ican, Puerto Rican 4.2 .5 5.7 4.y
White or Other 70.1 74.7 75.1 73.4
No Answer (577) (276) ; (224) -
TOTAL (10,242) (6,229) (7,830) (u13,193f

%Total number of students in Table 2 (309,942) is an estimated figure
derived by USOE, while the total appea“ing above (413,193) is obtained

from reports on the actual number of recipients submitted by the insti-
tutions.




CHAPTER ONE

THE SETTING

Abstract

The three sections in this chapter summarize
observations from 23 field visits to institutions par-
ticipating in the Federal College Work-Study Program.
Section A outlines the case study procedures and re-
views the characteristics of the institutions. Sec-
tion B molds these characteristics into three general
types of institutions which differ in both extent and
content of supportive services available for the low-
income/minority student. The Type One institution
has not been able to make a firm commitment to these
students with relatively high levels of need because
of the increasing demand for funds among its predom-
inantly middle-income students to meet the rising
cost of education; the Type Two school has recently
begun to recruit students who might not be able to
enroll without the assurance of academic or finan-
cial assistance; and Type Three has traditionally
enrolled a high proportion of financially needy
youth, but i* is currently confronted by a larger
number of students with distinct financial problems
and varying academic ability. 1In Section C, atten-
tion turns to the problem of coordinating the Work-
Study program with the other supportive programs
and of reconciling the conflicting goals of the di-
verse groups in each of these settings.




CHAPTER ONE
THE SETTING

As the preceding "Notes on Methodology" has indicateu, a great
deal of quantitative information has been gathered from students, fi-
nancial aid officers and employers, &s well as from the various forms on
which institutions apply for and report the expenditures of federal aid
funds. The large part of this report will be devoted to a description
and analysis of these data.

Not infrequently, large masses of "hard" data leave readers
(and perhaps researchers as well) struggling to interpret results to dis-
cover underlying trends, and to establish order and coherency among dis=-
crete findings. In recent years, a new methodological approach, which
attempts to alleviate some of these problems has been gaining advocates.
This approach combines in a single study the two traditions of survey
methods and field work--the former involving the collection of hard, quan-
titative data, the latter the gathering of qualitative, in-depth infor-
mation.l The combined use of field work and survey methods enables the
researcher to utilize insights obtained from field interviews as leads for
the analysis of the quantitative data. At the same time, if the timing of

the field work permits, questions raised during the course of the data

lSam D. Sieber, "The Integration of Field Work and Survey Methods,"
Bureau of Applied Social Research, 1969 (mimeo).

43




44

analysis can be probed in subsequent field work.2
The design of the current study allowed for a series of site visits 1
to twenty-one institutions and two cooperative employment programs. During
these visits, a wealth of information was collected from college aid offi-
cers, administrators of special programs, CWS students and employers, and
other pertinent administrators. Ideally, these field visits should both
precede and follow the data analysis, for insights gained in ~he field
can provide leads for the analysis of the quantitative data, while the
analysis may raise questions which subsequent in-depth interviews can

clarify.
In this study, the field work preceded the analysis and was all

but completed before the analysis of data had started. Accordingly, there
was no opportunity to utilize the site visits in order to answer questions
raised in the analysis. There were, however, many instances in which in-

sights gleaned during the field work provided leads for the actuai analy-

sis. Discussions with students about the problems of meeting college costs,

for example, led to the analysis (in Chapter Three) of CWS as a percent of
total college-costs. Similarly, interviews with employers yielded evidence
that some jobs were providing an unanticipated bonus in the form of extra
or even permanent employment for CWS students. This resulted in the anal-

ysis of the "employment potential" of the CWS job (Chapter Seven), while

2Sieber, op. cit., p. 26.




45

hours spent with aid administrators stimulated the analysis of "chronic
insufficiency" of funding (Chapter Six).

In these and other instances, the field work served as a stimu-
lus for the subsequent analysis. This chapter attempts to organize the
voluminous information gained in the course of the site visits in a
manner which will provide a setting for the chapters to follow. Typical
schools in which (WS operates will be described and the kinds of prob-
lems aid officers face in administering the program will be presented.
Hopefully this will provide a general overview after which the reader

can then proceed to the quantitative data.

A. Institutional Characteristics and Field Work Procedures

This section outlines the characteristics of the twenty-three
insitutions (including two summer programs) selected by U.S. Office of
Education for site visits. Work-Study. programs operate in a range of

settings from small uniform environments in which researchers met nearly




all administrative decision-makers, to '"multiversity'" settings in which

contacts were largely limited to '"'middle management' personnel.

Iin the small institution, the administrator is typically involved
in many functional areas over and above the sphere of Work-Study; in the !
large setting, no single administrator handles the CWS program. Under-
standing the consequences of diffuse administrative responsibilities in
the small setting, and of narrowed specialization in the large is a distinct
challenge for field researchers.

The twenty-three case study institutions include thirteen public,
eight private, and two summer cooperative _programs.3 The institutions
studied also differ by type -- that is, by the level of offerings and
For instance, 8 universities, 8 four-year institutions, and 7 two-
year schools fell into the case study sample. While distinctions be-

tween the two-year, four-year, and university settings can hardly be over-

looked, institutional control is a more sensitive indicator of the financial
underpinning and attendant cost pressures operating on the institution and

affecting its CWS programming.

SWithin the public and private sectors the following divisions

obtained:
Public Control: Local (3) Local and State (1) State (9) = (13)
Private Control: Denominational (3) Independent non-profit (4)

Profit-making (1) = (8)

Cooperative Programs (2)
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The twenty-three case study institutions are located in sixteen
states and eight of the ten DHEW regions.4 While it is not stipulated
that the twenty-three case studies constitute a representative sampling of
the ‘approximately 2400 participating CWS institutions, it is obvious that
there is no excessive concentration of visits to any one state, region,
or institutional type.5

Whatever the institutional or geographic setting, the officially
designated Work-Study Coordinator is usually the initial contact, primary
informant, and gatekeeper to other contacts at the institution. Coordi-
nators were asked to arrange meetings with other college administrators,
Work-Study employers, and students. Researchers requested that appointments
be set up with key administrators such as the financial aid director, fiscal
officer of the institution, business or fiscal officer, and administra-
tor of special programs for low income/minority students or of other programs

in which Work-Study students are involved.

4Case Study Institutions by state:

Alabama 1 Kentucky 1 California 2
Arkansas 1 Montana 1 Ohio 2
Colorado 1 North Carolina 1 Mississippi 2
Florida 1 Tennessee 1 New York 2
Idaho 1 Massachusetts 3 Texas 2
I1linois 1

5In addition to the 23 case studies undertaken during 1971-72,
fifteen site visits made by the same research team during 1970-71 yielded
much information and insight into the operation of CWS program. (See
Friedman and Thompson, op. eit., Ch. 6.)
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Somewhat greater freedom was left to Coordinators in sclecting
Work-Study employers to be visited. Some case study institutions had made
available 1lists of all off-campus employers (with agency names, number of
students employed, and addresses). These were used to choose apparently
interesting work sites for study and to avoid selection of "showcase"
programs by Coordinators.

The selection of students for interviews during the site visits
was fairly unstructured. Some students were recruited by Coordinators
from among those working in or around administrative offices at the time
the researchers were free to see them. Others were interviewed during
visits to off-campus employment sites. No attempt was made to sample
representatively from among the CWS students since the questionnaire phase
of the study provides data collected from a representative sample of
students from the CWS population.

Separate interview guides were prepared for CWS Coordinators,
business/fiscal officers, administrators of special programs, emplovcrs, an-
students. Semi-structured in form, these schedules were readily adapted
to local situations or specialized roles. About one-quarter of all inter:
view time was spent with CWS Coordinators, an equal amount of time was
spent with all other administrators, and the other half of the visit was
devoted‘to interviewing employers and students. The total staff time
devoted to a site visit varied from two to fo.. man days, exclusive of

travel time, preparations for the visits, and writing up of field Treports.
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B. Three Profiles
This section collates material from the institutional visits and

formulates composite profiles of three typical CWS program settings which ]

hg

posses< direct relevance to program operations and their impact on students.

-5 Th: three types delineated are not pure types. Rather they are abstract,

ko

analytical constructs, each one representing a composite of salient,
program-relevant characteristics. No single iustitution, in other words,
contains all of the qualities ascribed to any single type but all schools

tend to resemble one type over the other two.

!229 One

This college is typified by the small private institu-

tion which may still maintain religious ties, although there is little

direct evidence--at least to the outsider--of a religious atmosphere on
campus. Students with varying interests, but f¥om relatively homogeneous
middle-class backgrounds, come from across the country to its campus.

Even the little diversity which exists is surprising in light of the small

size of the student body (about 1000) and the college's relatively

isolated location.

This type of college often has ambitious plans to expand its

student body and faculty, but like most private institutions, it finds it
increasingly difficult to attract students. Since an education of equal qual-
ity at far less cost may be obtainable at public institutionms, plans for
expansion are difficult to implement. This type of college faces steadily

increasing financial burdens, for about one-third of its students receive

financial aid, and the proportion continues to increase each ycar. There




is usually a sizeable insticutional scholarship program, and aiso a

pal

school-financed employment program.
Several factors account for the fact that the college disburses

substantially more institutional than federally subsidized financial aid.

Svome trustees are reluctant to approve participation in Work-Study, for
cxample, because the program is viewed as a threat of outside encroach-
ment upon the affairs of the institution. Furthermore, family income
limitation§ attached to federal programs are thought to be far too low,
and this too accounts for the low ratio of federal to total aid outlays
at the college. 1In addition to explicit programs of grants, work, and
loans, the college has also provided for tuition payments to be spread
out over the year.

Despite these measures, the college is unable to award aid
packages equal to the cost of attendance at the institution. An inevitable
consequence is that there are very few minority students enrolled at
the college, and those who are attending are not generally from economicaily
disadvantaged backgrounds.

The small size and personal approach to students of the Type One
college perhaps explain how this type of institution continues to attract

students despite rising costs. As part of its "student-centered" philosophy,

the Work-Study Coordinator at the uninvolved college devotes considerable
effort to securing educationally and vocationally relevant jobs for students.
This is not always possible, however, since employers who request partici-
pation in the program are often turned down because of insufficient funds .

Therefore, the range of opportunities for placing students is limited.
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The Work-Study Coordinator at this type of college does not
usually solicit formal reports from employers on the job performances of
students. He gathers much insight, however, through frequent informal

visits and telephone calis to employers. The latter, in sur are informed

of problems which students are expe.iencing, and the Coordinator himself
generally attends to whatever adjustments are required when a student
drops employment for academic or other reasons.
Administrators at the Type One college criticize Office of .
Education for over-emphasis on student family incor~ levels, and for
restricting the autonomy of local administrators in assessing student "
needs. They argue that Work-Study directives and pronouncements should
reduce the emphasis of the vrogram as a means of servicing minority
students, and should consider the financial requirements of the less
disadvantaged (white) student. And, finally, they charge that many col-

leges are utilizing the Work-Study Program as a device to secure cheap

manpower, and that it is the low-income/minority student who most ofteg)

ae 4

is placed in the more menial jobs.
Type Two P
The Type Two college contrasts with Type One in many

respects. It is located in ‘an affluent satellite community of a large

metropolis; it is usually a public institution, and its student body is

often about twenty times larger than that of the Type One college.

This type of institution has grown to its present sive in only

the past decade or so. Students are largely commuters from the surrow ing

community, together with a few out-of-state residents who are required to
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pay a much higher tuition. Though the Type Two college is affluent,
its lower costs and the availability of special state and federal funds
have led to a large (in absolute terms) enrollment of minority and dis-
advantaged students.,

Whereas students at the Type One college are frequently bound
to it by family ties and communal traditions, those who attend the Type
Two college complain that it is a ''sausage factory,'" in the business
of processing as many students as quickly as possible. Indeed, the
atmosphere does appear to be formal and bureaucratic. In the Work-
Study Program, for instance, students are classified into a comélex matrix
of job skill, financial need categories, and class level, and are sent to
emp loyers carrying handfuls of forms which must be completed and returned
to the Work-Stuly or other administrative offices. Paychecks circulate
through the state higher education bureaucracy before they reach the
student--often six weeks after he has begun work. Formal evaluations of the
student's job performance are required of employers; little other communi-
cation between employer and Work-Study Coordinator, however, is expected.
Most employment situations have been arranged by telephone or mail, with
the contracting parties rarely or never meeting face to face.

Special minority education programs at the Type Two college often
employ Work-Study students. Those working in such programs are usually
upperclassmen, themselves of minority background, who tutor first year
students, onc recruit promising high school students f..n ghetto schools.
The coordination of the CWS program with these special minority education
programs has nct always been smooth; differential degreces of commitment

to such recruitment and suppertive programs has created some tension
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between the more and the less committed students, faculty, and admini-
strative staff. Still, it is clear that this type of college is suc-
ceeding on an extensive scale in educating large numbers of students
who would otherwise not have continued beyond high school. Most of its
Work-Study administrators remain committed to minority education goals,
and generally Work-Study and financial aid staff enjoy friendly and

productive relations with special program staff.

Type Three

The Type Three college is similar to Type One in that it is also

usually a rural institution; but unlike it, the institution recruits

almost all of its students from its immediate vicinity. These students
are from low-income families and have grown up in a rural background rich
in traditional kinship loyalties but poor in employment opportunities.
Young men in the area frequently leave for the industrial cities in search
of employment, even though local efforts at developing industry and employ-
ment opportunities have begun to stem the tide. The cnllege will play a
role in these attempts, as efforts are made to introduce ;odern vocational
training programs into its curriculum to supplement the traditional focus
on teachers' education.

The Type Three college has a much substantially higher minority
enrollment than even the committed college, but it experiences few acti-
vist demands from students or staff to accelerate or alter its educational

efforts. Teaching and administration at this college is rather paternalis-

tic or authoritarian; students do not question course offerings, and apathy
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rather than militancy, is often a problem.

Employment in the institution's Work-Study program on-
campus is limited to routine work in maintenance and grounds, cafeteria,
library and a few clerical jobs. There are some summer off-campus place-
ments in nearby community social health centers, but such programs employ
only a few students and their efforts have engendered some local opposi-
tion, since student employees are sometimes viewed with mistrust.

The Work-Study program is not managed very erficiently at the
Type Three college and administrators are frank to admit that the
college is dependent upon the services of Work-Study students to bolster
its serious financial situation, More critically, some administrators
fcel free to police student job performance withr threats of transfers to
more unpleasant work or poor recommendations for future employment. Therc
is, in short, an authoritarian tone to communications between college
staff and students.

In sum, it is important to note that the "types’ used in this
analysis are intended only as rough designations of clusters of institu-
tional characteristics. 1In reality, there are many dcpartures from the
“norm' depicted by each type. For example, though the Type One college
has been depicted as a private institution, many vublicly supported schools
approximate its student body composition and curriculum. Sirmilarly, some
private institutions resemble the profile of the Type Two college,
and although the Type Three college has been pictured in a rvral
sctting, closc approximations to it may be found in innev city coemmunit;

colleges.




The administration of the CWS program is decisively influenced

by the institutional setting in which it operates. Goals and emphases,
coordination with other administrative program efforts, priorities in
assignment of students to jobs--all of these are affected by thc insti-
tuticnal context. The next section examines CWS program administration
in different institutional settings and also looks at summer cooperative
nrograms.

C. College Constituencies and Program Coordination

The picture of the Type One institution suggests a relatively
homogeneous student body with faculty and administration also sharing
similar outlooks, backgrounds, and general orientations. In this type
of institution, there is little problem of program coordination since
separate constituencies with differing degrees of commitment to work-
study, to educational programs for minority students, to academic norms,
rarely exist. There is general ngreement among all institutional statuses
that jobs should be as meaningful and challenging as possible, that personal
contacts and feedback among work-study students, Coordinators, and employers
are essential, and that some attempt should be made, despite the small size
and critical financial state of the college, to recruit and service dis-
advantaged minority students. It is not a lack of ideological commitment,
as nuch as hard financial reality, which has kept this type of
college from becoming "committed'" to the education of such students.

Constituencies and Coordination at the Type Two College

Massive commitments to low-income and minority students iasevitably
foster vocal constituencies within institutions, and this is indeed what

has occurred at the Type Two college. Often, the Work-Study




Coordinator takes the initiative in focusing programming on the dis-
advantaged student. He takes pains to orient students for whom the
work-study job serves as the first employment experiencec and willingly
places minority students in recruitment and other spccial programs for
disadvantaged minority group members. Iile puts minority students to work

in schools in ghetto neighborhoods (sometimes in the immediate vicinity

of the college), hoping that these students wil.i serve as role models to
influence others to continue their education beyond high school.

But while Coordinators willingly engage in thesc activities in
the Type Two college, they are also faced by conflicting demands and
responsibilities. The conventional academic and administrative staff
of the institution also need Work-Study students. Sometimes student mil-
itance, sometimes apparently a concomitant of minority education, brings
complaints from both on and off-campus employers. Students who correctly
interpret much of their past experience in terms of patterns of discrimina-
tion are quick to make similar charges against supervisors. The latter,
in turn, believe they are4mere1y <2eking standard, conforming behavior
of their student employees. Coordinators often stand in the middle of
sensitive dealings between ethnic studies or minority program directors,
other college staff, and disgruntled students. And non-minority students,
feeling the pinch of rising education costs, are quick to charge that
Coordinators are engaged in 'reverse discrimination.®

Since the Work-Study Coordinator usually is the director of
financial aid at the college, his over-all financial aid philoscphy in
the performance of his duties is often called into éucstion. Militant

student or faculty may scek to veto employment or financial aid policies
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which they feel discriminate against an ethnic minority. On several
campuses, administrative roles are paralleled by students who monitor
institutional policies. There may be a "student financial aid director,"
or student representation on the financial aid committee. Growing
numbers of minority members work as placement interviewers, financial
need analysts, and in other financial aid positions. Because of its
close connections with low-income students, the Work-Study office in the
Type Two college is quick to represent minorities among its staff.
Even where formal representation of students has not come about, many
aid administrators report that they devote a great deal of their energies
in dialogues with students. Several administrators are proud to point out
that campus disturbances and militant criticism have not (as yet) focused
on their programs.

The attempt to achieve consensus among the varying constituencies

at the Type Two college by taking affirmative action to foster educational

and employment opportunities for minority and low-income students, has
affected the day-to-day operation of the Work-Study program. A substantial
portion of the Work-Study budget may be devoted to staffing ethnic studies
or special service programs for minority and disadvantaged students; funds
may be set aside to support summer employment for minority group students
who otherwise could not be expected to obtain work; special efforts may be
made to orient students to "first time" employment experiences and to
accommodate employers to what is often a similarly novel experience with
low income/minority employees.

Other measures which indirectly support minority group education

are even more numerous. Special pains are taken to secure placements of
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educationally disadvantaged students in work which will not b> too

burdensome, and which the student will be able to handle deswi=e his
relative inexperience in employment situations. Work-Study participa-
tion in community action programs, in community aegal services and in
urban renewal efforts may be motivated by an over-all institutional com-
mitment to minority/disadvantaged education, as well as by an a*tempt to
obtain or retain the support of potentially dissident constituencies.
Sometimes efforts on bekali of minority/disadvantaged students
run counter to the traditional goals of the Type Two college. This
type of school has previously served middle- or upper-income students,
and continues to educate many more of these than of low-income students.
Whereas ten years ago these colleges typically enrolled 12,000 stu-
dents, of which 30 or fewer were black students, today these institutions
may enroll 600 black students out of a total student body of 16,000.
This twenty-fold increase in black enrollment has called for tremendous
change in the traditional curriculum and has spiraled the need for
counseling and remedial services. Yet minority program students and
staff charge, with some justification, that 600 students are far too few
and calls to double minority enrollments in one-year periods are fre-
quently heard at the committed colleges. Proposals that education for
minority/disadvantaged students take precedence over expansion of the
graduate-level curricdlum may cause faculty, who applauded the original
commitment, to fear that the very intellectual foundation of the insti-

tution is threatened. Such fears are buttressed by occasional demands

that minority students be taught by minority teachers; faculty reservations




about the extension of minority education may harden into active

resistance at that point.

Another possible critic of the Work-Study program at the Type
Two college may be the off-campus employer. Many off-campus agencies
are dependent upon public donations for their operations and when minority
group students employed as recreation aides fail to salute the flag at a
public occasion, or demonstrate against "racist" employment practices,
employers are quick to reconsider the advantages of continued Work-Study
participation. It is an irony of the contemporary educational scene that
those institutions which have attempted the most on behalf of education
for minority students are frequently now experiencing conflict, inability
to coordinate efforts, and a forced reexamination of earlier idealistic
attitudes.

The Work-Study Coordinator at the Type Two college is in 2 par-
ticularly sensitive position. Though he is not part of the special (min-
ority) program staff, he is one of the closest of all administrators in
the traditional spheres of college operations to these persons. Federal
mandates commit him to the goal of aiding the neediest students, and
these include, above all, newly recruited minority students. Though
special funds may be secured for such students, these funds often prove
insufficient. Funding cutbacks of special programs (including reverses
in state legislatures) bring renewed pressures on the Work-Study Coordi-
nator to increase minority Work-Study employment or to increase wages
paid to minority students. Many Special Services for Disadvantaged

Students programs, for example, include student personnel budgets as




components, but these budgets are limited and project directors are fre-

quently tempted to supplement them with Work-Study support. In effect,
the Coordinator who has carefully cultivated off-campus employers in order
to generate interesting or challenging jobs for talented students may be
asked to sacrifice these placements to financially needier but often
cducationally more disadvantaged students. This, in turn, increases the
cry of '"reverse discrimination' among the disappointed students from
slightly higher income backgrounds.

In view of these conflicts and cross-pressures, it is noteworthy
that no Work-Study Coordinators have reported serious student opposition,
even though they frequently note student criticism. These administrators
have apparently compiled a very commendable record in reconciling the necds
of minority students and special program staff with other college ccnsti-
tuencies.

Constituencies and Coordination at the Type Three College

The Type Three institution with it; large low-income/minority en-
rollment is also committed to educate students from disadvantaged backgroun.-
But this type of institution faces different problems from those of the Type
Two college. Whereas the pressing problems of the latter are to mediate con-
flict and avert moves toward separatism, the Type Three institution faces {
the challenge of providing quality programs, including worthwhile student
employment, in the midst of pressing tinancial needs and institutional
weakness.

Low-income students at these schools are often engaged in menial

employment, as they are pressed into duties which will bolster the insti-
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tution’s inadequate financial structure. The sentiment at these colleges
is typically "'we're all in the same boat," and few students are surprised
or even critical when they are told that they must give up their Work-Study
job or other financial aid because of sudden shortages of funds.

While Work-Study Coordinators try to be selective in placing
students in jobs, in the Type Three college nearly all placements
are on-campus, and these are concentrated in the cafeteria, grounds and
maintenance, and libr;ry, with a scattering of clerical position in admini-
strative offices.6 The college is often located in an economically
depressed area, in part explaining the concentration of employment on-
campus and in low-level jobs. 1In addition, however, this type of insti-

tution is generally slow to respond to the potential educational relevance

of part-time student employment. Administrators of Work-Study at these
colleges are less apt to define their roles in educational terms, and
their attitudes are often paternalistic and authoritarian. The institu-
tion is conscious of its poverty and moralistic in its emphasis that
students are fortunate to have a chance at whatever educational and employ-
ment opportunities it offers.

WrLether the Type Thiee college is located in a traditional,
rural area, or in an inner city ghetto neighborhood, its employment
program is adversely affected. In community cnlleges in rural locations,
for example, the student body usually comes from poor neighboring counties

and enters college with low expectations of what the institution can offer

6See Chapters Four and Five for evidence that these are exactly
the types of jobs which are least satisfying for students.
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in the way of both education and employment. Furthermore, therc are
few off-campus employment possibilities in the rural setting, and often
the community which surrounds the institution is cven more traditional
and resistant to innovation than the institution itself.

The position of the community college within the inner city is
not unlike that of the college in the rural area. Employment opportunities
arc not abundant in the inner city; though students are exposed to the
diversity of city life, they typically have either no employment
experience or have worked at unskilled jobs, and they may exhibit
bchavioral and speech patterns which limit their acceptance in urban
employment scttings. Furthermore, the low-income, minority student in
the inner city community college is generally a commuter, somewhat older
than the average college student, and possessed of a strong vocational
orientation. He seeks a degree which will serve as a union card for
future employment and resents both the time required to earn his CWS
dollars and the type of work in which he's placed--usually unrelated to
his vocational interests. He views his CWS job as low-level employment--
exactly the sort of work he's trying to avoid by obtaining a post-
secondary education. And, in addition, he may be one of the more than
half cf all Cpen Admissions Students requiring supportive services in
order to perform at the college level; in that case, the CWS job cuts into
valuable study and class time. 1In sum, in the Type Three college,
job placements are governed by pressing institutional needs and are con-
strained by a low common d2mominator of student expericnce--both of these
factors limit employment programs and handicap Work-Study students, cven

those who may possess cxceptional talent.




63

Constituencies and Coordination in Summer Cooperative Employ-
ment Programs

Many factors impel institutions to form or participate in summer
cooperative CWS programs. Some, such as Urban Corps, a nation-wide
rrogram, are designed to facilitate the exposure of students to emplov-
ment opportunities available in city governments and related agencies.
Other nrograms, such as the one studied in Texas, are prompted by needs
for summer employment when students return to geographically dispersed
horer at long distances from their colleges.

The adrministrative burdens of managing employment for only one
or a few students in each of dozens of hometowns (or government depart-
ments) ravnidly rultiply. Many of the requirements in arranging for
off-cannus employment are stable whether the placement of one or one
hundred students is involved. For example, ascertaining the initial non-
profit status of the employer, securing the off-campus employment contract,
arranging for wage payments and documentation of hours worked, determina-
tion of health and other overhead costs, all have to be done regardless of
the number of students involved.7

These factors represent too great a cost in the placement of one
or a few students off-campus in scattered sites (scattered either in terms
of geography or within comnlex administrative structures). Furthermore,
the fact that in subsequent summers a given college will require different
placements for students with different skills and interests compounds the
drawbacks of extensive off-campus programming by the single educational

institution,.

7éee Chapter Six for evidence that establishing and maintaining an
of-campus employmenc program is vegarded by many aid officers as a difficult
undertaking.
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Cooperative cemployment programs, therefore, rromisc large
aliinistrative savings. A central office staff can specialize in
developing contacts in many small towns in ~ .¢ statc or a region or
within many departments in a city government. This office can establish
uniform nayroll and other administrative procedures, and can pronisc
cmplovers a steady sunply of students from vear to ycar (although
fluctuations in funding sometimes lead to drastic cut-backs of summer
rroerams). The cooperative employment office serves as a 'middle man”
between scattered educational institutions on the onc hand, and
scattered employment sites on the other.

While there are many advantages to participating in summer

cooﬁera%ive programs, several problems typically arise from the atiempt
to begin or maintain these programs.

Within an institution a CYS vrogram is subject to the differir:
goals and expectations of administrators, students, faculties, cmplovers,
and cven community resicents. In the summer coopcrative program, the
nroblems of differing constituencies is magnified since such programs
bring together institutions with varying degrees of commitment to low-
income/minority employment and with different expectations as to the ¢oals
of CWS. As seen in previovs scctions of this chapter, some instituticns
rely heavily upon CWS for maintenance of institutional opecrations in tu
face of rising costs. Other Work-Study Coordinators arc committecd to
providine students with relevant challenging jobs. Coordinators who mnar-
ticipate in cooperative programs must, by and larje, vield to a central

control over thc management of the prograrm. When there is also comnetition
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between institutions, even slighi differences in policy emphases can form
the basis for growing frictions and barriers to cooperation.

Coordinators may also feel that devoting substantial sums to
coonerative programs may benefit students who seek summer hometown erploy-
ment or experience in government, but may detract from the benefits of CWS
at their own institutions. The cooperative employment program, for instance,
may institute higher wage rates than some lccal Coordinators feel they
are able to sustain within their own programs. It is not unusual to find
some students within a given off-campus agency employed at differing rates
for the same type of work. Wage rates which are set at high levels for
brief summer employment (where there may also be addition~l costs to students)
ray alsc, however, establish student expectations that they will (or should)
be maid at these same rates during the school year. Finally, the structure
of federal funding procedures also breeds competitive attitudes among Work-
Study Coordinators; these attitudes may be laid aside with great Jifficulty,
even if sizeable administrative savings result from cooperation.

Some t)  es of institutions derive more benefits from participation
in summer cooperative programs than do others. The Type One college,
because of its small size and orften isolated location, is ciearly wost likely
to bencfit fror such participation. However, as noted previously, this
institurioral iype is alsu likely to be most sensitive to the need f r
preserving its institutional autonomy. The Type Three college, which is
also often small in sizc¢ and which suffers trequently from inadequate

administrative staffing and experience, is also a potential recipient

-
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n¥ the benefits of rarticiration. If this type of institution is
someti- es reluctant to rarticirate, it may be that it fecels threatencd by
its larger and more sophisticated co-participants, such as the Type Two
colloce. Tndeod, it is often the Type Two college which has been the
catalyst For inauguration of the cooperative prograr (though nominally
the ~roorar is indevendent of direct administrative control by any one
institution).

Problems of tirine and coordination are also magni®iced in the
sumper coorerative program. Many local goverrmental units require plan-

]

nine lons in adrance in order to allocate cmployment funds within their
owr. Lbudeetary channels. Urban Corns and other cooperative programs arc
critically vulnerable to delaved federal notifications of funding for
summer employment to participatine institutions. Institutions arc asked
in ths winter to cstimate the number of employment slots which they wish
to use in the next summer's programs - but thesc schools will not know until
the srring just how much roney they will have available for summer wages.
Therefore, even careful vl aning by the central office, recruitment of
students (who may lay aside other emnloyment opportunitics in the expecta-
tion of rcceiving Work-Study assistance), and the cooperation of emnloyers
can be cancelled hy delavs in fundine notifications.

Annlysis of the surver data, based on responscs fror students,
ai'! officers, an. --rlovers varticipating in CWS h's yielded nuch information
about both the strenct s and weaknesses of the program. Nothins succeeds
so much, however, as on-thc-<not visits and discussions, in rrorotir in-

siohts into the problems and rewards involved in administering o social actie»




program. This general description of the kinds of institutions par-
ticipating in CWS and of the typical problems faced by adminictrators
of the program was designed to provide a picture of the sctting in
which CWS programs operate. The remainder of the report will focus
on the quantitative data obtained from students, financial aid of—
ficers, and employers.

In the meantime, it should be emphasized that there was unanim-

ity among the research team conducting the case studies, that Work-

Study Coordinators are making noble efforts, in the face of almost
ins.rmountable odds--late notifications, paring down of requests, in-
compatible demands of conflicting constituencies, financial instabil-
ity--to provide term-time employment opportunities which will enable

young people to obtain the benefits of post-secondary eduction.




CHAPTER TWO

THE CWS STUDENT
Abstract

This chapter begins by pointing up the relative
success of the CWS program in providing employmert for
low-income/minority students by comparing the charac-
teristics of the 2000 freshmen participating in the
study with the profile o7 a national sample from the
same class compiled by the American Council on Edu-
cation. The analysis then focuses on the entire CWS
respondent sample to examine the relationship between
family income and acsdemic achievement; source of
funds for paying college expenses; and attitudes to-
ward work and college. The chapter closes with a
discussion of the relationship between ethnic back-
ground and these factors.




CHAPTER TWO

THE CWS STUDENT
Section A. The CWS Student and National Norms

CWS directives stipulate that part-time employment be made
available for students who need the earnin~s in order to continue their

studies beyornd high school with particular emphasis placed on finding

opportunities for students from low-income families.1 Application forms

fcr FY 1972 required documentation of the intended distribution of fed-
eral student aid funds to students from stipulated income levels. To
assure fulfillment of the federally stated objectives, financial aid
officers were further instructed to:

(1) Identify students from low-income families (less than
$3200)

{2) "...0ffer CWS employment first to those students"
(from low-income families)?

(3) Actively recruit such students

(4) Provide compensatory programs for those in need of
specialized instruction or counseling

How does the researcher detect which studen®s are given pref-
erence .a the local distriiution of federal financial aid funds? Since

a control group was eliminated from the study design,3 some yardstick

1 .
Federal Register, Vol. 34, No. 9.1, Tuesday, May 13, 1969.

2
CWS Manual, 1968, p. 3-7. The low-income student is de-
fined on p. 3-8.

3 :
The study was designed by USOE but no control group was
incorporated due to rudretary constraints

/1
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had to be found for comrarativelv measuring the socio-economic bhack-
erounds of CHS «tudents. Tortunately, such a standard is available

in the data ccllected durins the same academic vear (1970-71) b
a-ovicap Council or Dducation (ACE) from a nationwide sample of ccll -

?reqhmen.4 Several items from the ACE instrument were included in t .«
“rudent Mestionnaire to “acilitate comparison between the natlonal
camrle of frecimen and CWS freshmen. Accorainely, selected relevant
chavacteristics of these two grouns are contrasted to ascertain wheliwr
A%, emmlovment opportunities are in fact being channeled to low-incoie
ctudents.

Table 2.1 presenis data which indic .e that the CWS student
tends to start college a vear later than his ACE counterpart: 32%
ar- 1% vears old, comnared to 1u4% of the national sample of freshmen™

The S fpeshman is more likelv to have grown up on a farm or in a

small town, but less likelv to have lived in a suburb.

Similarlv, there are marked differences in the ethnic Hackgroundr

»f the two grours: g% ~f the ACE freshmen but 31% of the CWS first
wear students come from minority backerounds. Pirental background d4if-
ferences betwsen ACL and CMS freshmen are also evident, Only 19% of
the fathers or the mothers of the CWS freshmen have had ary college,

while the corresponding ACL figures are 44% for the fathers, 36% for

American Council on Education, pational Norms for Entering
Fpeshmen, washington, D.C., Vol. 5, No. 6, 1970. Y

ERIC

el .
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| TABLE 2.12

{ PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED BACKGROUND

CHARACTERISTICS FOR CWS AND ACE
FRESHMEN SAMPLES

t ’
i

]
: Selected Background ACE CWS ;
Characteristies 1970 1970 i
i
Age (180,684) (2,137) i
17 or younger 3.9% 2.1% i
18 73.2 52.8
19 4.4 32.9
: 20 or older 8.4 12.0
Residence while growing up: (180,684) © (2,130)
Farm 9.2% 17.1%
Small town 20.4 29 6
Moderate-size town 32.0 27,0
Suburb 23.2 11.3
Large city 15.3 15.0
Miles from College: (180,684) | (2,059)
Less than 10 27.2% : 24,6%
11 - 50 24,9 : 27.9 i
51 - 100 12.7 ! 15.1
1-1 - 500 26.6 . 2u,6
Over 500 miles 8.6 : 7.7 ;
Racial Background (180,684)% | (2,095) ;
Caucasian : 91.1% 69.4%
Negro (ACE reference) 6.0 20.1 1
Americap Indian .6 .9 !
Oriental i 1.1 1.5 i
Other ; 1.6 8.1 i
|
Father's Education i (180,684) : (2,038) %
Grammar school or less f 10,7% ; 30.1% i
' Some high school ; 16.0 17.5 !
High school graduate i 29.1 i 33.3
Some college or more uy 2 : 19,2 :
Mother's Education (180,684) (2,088) .
Grammar school or less ? 7.1% ; 21.3%
Some high school 1y.4 17.7
High school graduate 42.6 ; 42,2 !
Some college or more 35.9 i 18.8
I

% |
Since accurate data was not available for 1970, an average of the 1359

A and 1971 information on race was used at the suggestion of Alan E. Baver
ERIC of ACE. = Y
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TABLE 2.1--Continued

Selected Background ACE CWS
Characteristics 13970 1970
b : |
Father's Occupation © (180,68u) 2 (2,078)
Professicnal or semi- . !
professional 16.8% : 9.5%
Business . 30.1 i 15.1
Skilled worker ’ 12.4 i 22.4 :
Semi-cl-illed worker T 8.1 ¢ 15.4 .
Unskiliad worker : 4.5 ; 13.6 !
Unemploved 5 1.4 ; 9.5d :
Other ©26.7C 14.6 §
1 i H
Parental Income s (180,684) i (1,684)° §
Less thau $1000 i 5.9% . 28.7% i
4000 - 5999 ; 7.7 ; 20.4 g
6000 - 7999 i 10.7 | 21.9 3
8000 - 9999 ; 13.3 H 17.4 ;
$10,000 or more 1 62.u ' 11.6 g
i i

STable A.2.1 in Appendix A enables a comparison of 1869-70 ACL-E(
freshren with the two 1970-71 groups (ACE and CWS). Two factors are
immediately obvious:

1. The ACE samples of freshmen remain stable over the two years.
2. The 1970 CWS freshman is somewhat different from the 196"
EOG recipient. He is more likely than the first-year
EOG student to:
a. Pe older
b. Have grown up in a suburb
c. Live closer to the educational institution he attends
d. Come from a family with higher socio-economic backgrou: -
e. Have somewhat lower educational and occupational ex-
pectations.

Ppata are not entirely comparable since CWS students were asked
for the occupation of the head of household.

c . . " '
Includes clerical and sales, protective workers, "don't know",
olus artist, farmer/forster military career.

d . . '
Includes clerical and sales, protective workers, and "don't knens™

®Fao reported income is used here since the income categories in th
Student Questionnaire were not congruent with the ACE income breaks. If
student responses ave utilized, the comparison is restricted to a dichot-
omy--either above or below $6000: u7% of the CWS families earn les: thar
41000 but th. .ercentage drops to a low 1% for the ACL freshmen.
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the mothers. GCimilarly, fhe families of CWS students are substan-
tially lower in occupational and income rank; 23% of CVWS freshmen,
compared to onlv 6% of the ACE freshmen, report that the household
head is a laborer or unemployed. Almost two-thirds of the ACE sample
(62%) report an aanual family income over $10,000, while financial
aid officers report that 12 % of the CWS freshmen come from fami-
lies with annual incomes of .10,000 or more.

These background factors differentiate the CWS and ACE fresh-
men to a greater extent than either academic factors, or educational
and occupational expectations. Interestingly, the average grade in
high school and the high school rank reported by the CWS freshman is

r
above the national norms. More ACE than CWS freshmen report average
high school grades of B or lower; two and a half times as many ranked
in the bottom half of the high school class., This finding may be
more superficial than real since there is no way to control for the
quality of the high school attended, and tigh school quality cannot be
disnﬁsséd.s About one-third of the CWS freshmen attended a high school
which did not have a college preparatory program; only a littie more
than half actuaily pursued an academic or college preparatory curricu-

1um;7a1most three-fourths had at least one vocational course in high

school. Furthermorz, the percentage of the ACE sample reporting

6For a recent discussion of the relativity of gredes and ranking
see  Jo2l I. Nelson, "High School Context and College Picns: The Impact
oL Social Structure on Aspirations."  American Sociological Review,
XXXVII (April, 1972), 1u3-8.

The effect of following a non-college preparatory course in
high schorl on the type of CWS job held is noted in Table A.4.2




TABLE 2.28
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUT1ON NF SELLCTED
ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS FOR CUWE
FRTSHMEN AND ACE SAMPLE
T
Selected Background ACE | cys
Characteristics 1970 : 1570
Y ; :
Average Grade in High School (18¢,684) (2,126) ;
) 1
A or A+ i 5.3% : 7.2% !
A- | 9.2 12 4 I
s B+ 17.4 27,2 :
B 24,3 1z.8 |
B- 16.2 : 13.8 |
C+ 15.9 2 15,3 §
C 11.0 5 9.9 i
Less than C .7 ' A '
i .
Hiech <chool Rark P (180,684) (1,830)
|
Top fuarter § 42,2% 65.3%
Second quarter . 31.3 24,0
Bottom half § 26.5 10.7
i
High School Class fGoing to E
College i (180,684) (2,129)
More than 75 L 20.6% 15.0%
50 - 74 : 35.9 u2.6
25 - 49 | 23.2 33.3
Less than 25% 5 1.4 9.2
!
Highest Degrees Planned % (180,6%4) (1,783)
Associate or less ? 9.7% 16,1%
B.A. or B.S. ‘ 38.7 us5.1
M.A. or higher ' 49,0 38.8 '
Other ; 2.6 - i
@ Table A.2.2 in Appendix A enables a compariscn of ACL and
s 0WS freshmen enrolled in the same tvrme of institution. It is ap-
narent that the contrasts between the Lwo rrouns versist at the
two-vear level, but are not as striking #s a* the universitv level.
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TABLE 2.2--Continued

Selected Backgiround ACE CWs :
Characteristics ; 1970 1970 !
- !
Field Expect to Work In: - (159,725) i (1,943) ’
Art o 7.0% 5.7% |
Business . 13.0 : 6.6 :
‘ Clergy ; .9 1.5 ;
1 College teaching | 1.1 { 3.0 §
Medicine ; uy j 4.6 :
Llementary or secondary ; ! ;
education i 21.8 . 27.6 |
, Engineering ’ 8.5 i 3.8 :
Tarming and forestry 2.0 ; 1.3 ;

Health professions 5,1 i 2.4

Law \ .3 2.5
Nursing i 4,5 5.0 :

Research scientist 1 2,9 7.4

Other field L 24.3 33.6b

PIncludes armed forces, policeman, fireman, detective, sheriff;
Community or political action, ecology, urban planning; computer
programming, accounting; government or judiciary service; guidance
or psychology; housewife; library work; machinist, construction wvork,
electrician, foreman in mine or factory; secretary, stewardess,
office work, modeling; socis:. work; other.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

78

tbat more than three-fourths of their hish school sraduating clase
.~nt on to colleze is twice as large as that for the CWT studentis,
(0% to 15% res; :~zively). 1TIn light of these factors a grade of
A" op TA-", or a top cuartile ranking, may not connote & compar-
able degrece of academic achievement for the CWS student as for the
A"T, freshman who miv have attended a more academicallv demsnding
h'th school.

Academic exnectations of CWS freshmen are somewhat belcw tho.e
~t the naégonal sample; 39% of the CWS group but 49% of the ACE sarple
rlan to extend their education beyond college, The occupational ex-
rectations of the two groups are quite Similar.8 The most noticeable
iifferences are that ZWS freshmen are less likely than ACE students
to select business hut more likely to select teaching as their occupa-

1ional choice. The most subtle difference -etween the two grours is

the number aiming toward one of the professions. Taken sinely, the

v

o

amounts seem relatively unimportant; but aggregated they reach 31
for the ACE students and only 22% for the CWS freshmen.

Despite the limitations inherent in the comparison of the twe
freshmen samples, it is apparent that CWS studen*s are from d¢istinctly
lower socio-economic backgrounds. When viewed against the vardstick
of national norms, it seems fair to conclude that current p-actice is
fulfilling the primarv goal of the program as stated in the original
l-pislation and is rroviding employment for high school sraduates from

l~w-income families.

8 . . . . .
These comparisens must be made with caution since the choices
tresented to the two grouns were not identical,




Section B. Characteristics of the CWS Student

Now that it has been established that students in the CWS
?rogram are being selected from the lower socio-economic groups of
society, it remains to examine their characteristics more closely.
The balance of this chapter presents a descripntion of the 1970-71
CWS students, focusing on the relationship batween family income and
ethnic background on the one hand, and academic achievement, amount
of financial aid, and attitudes on the other.

I. Income

Although the thrust of the federal financial aid programs is
to channel funds to low-income students, there are no explicit upper
income limitatiéns on eligibility for CWS employment--provided that
low-income students are served first. Once funds have been allocated
to an institution, the financial aid officer has the discretion to
determine the distribution of funds to individual students.

For the CWS program, a low-income student is defined as one
coming from a family with an zanual income of less than $3200 for:
families with nc dependents and somewhat higher as the number of de-
pendents is increased.9 In addition, there are special considerations
for extenuating family circumstances, cost of living variations, fam-
ily assets, and orphan or independent student status which enter the

formula for determining eligibility for a CWS award.lO

9\';WS Manual, 1968, o 3-8.

lo.zbid, pp. 3-9 and 3-10.
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TAB E 2.3

FAMILY INCOME OF COLLEGE WORK-STUDY STUDENTS

. Less than $3100

FAO Reported Data
Familv Income Student FAO for Student 1
Respond- Sample Respondents not
entsd Reporting Income
14.0% 24.1% 27.8%
$3,000 - $5,999 30,2 31.0 29.4
86,000 ~ $7,499 16.0 15,5 13.2
$7.500 - $8,299 13.5 11.7 12.3
$9,000 or more 26,2 17.7° 17,2
N (6,574) (9,664) (917)

questionnaire.

~Characteristic Form.

financial aid officer.

Even though there is increasing emphasis op

#Student Respondents are those who completed the original
The FAO Sample refers to those students from whom
data were provided by the financial aid officer on the Stuient

Table 2.3 presents income data from both the student and the

channeling CWS employment opportunities to students from los-income
families, this table shows that approximately one-half of :he QWS

students come from families with an income of $6000 or more.
parison of student and aid officer responses, category by category,

reveals that there is an almost perfect match betin-en the two distri-

in the higher rangzs are the independent studentsll

A com-

butions--except for the highest and lowest income cutegories.

It may be that some of the students reporting parental incomes

whose personal irn-

comes are being reported by the financial aid officer and that this

1 ‘e . . e . .
Qualifications for classification as "independent" stuuent
are presented in CWS Manual, page 3-10.
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accounts for the discrepanc& in Table 2.3. This i; borne out in
Table 2.4 which reveals that 29% of the 88l independent students
reporting family incomes above $6000 are classified in the "under
$3000"category by the financial aid offieér. Among the 1807 parenf—
supported students the figure drops to 3%. In other words, it ap-

Pears that some financial aid officers ars reporting the income

. @

available to the student, while others are reporting the student's

parental income.

TABLE 2.4
PERCENTAGE OF FINANCTAL AID OFFICERS REPORTING i
GROSS FAMILY INCOME UNDER-$3000 BY STUDENT
REPORTED PARENTAL INCOME AND BY STUDENT STATUS

Student Reported Independent Parent-Supported
Parental Income Students Students .
Under $3000 i 67,4% (334) 59,4%  (367)
$3000 - 5999 | s0.5 (s61) | 13,4 (957)
$6000 or more ’Lzeﬂ (881) | 3.1 (1807)
- i

Although there appears to be some question as to whether fi-
nancial aid officers are veporting student resources or parental in-
come, the fact remains that at least 45% of the CWS students come

from families with annual incomes of $6000 or above. In fact, for

18% the financial aid officer reports family incomes of $9000 or more.

Perhaps these students have siblings attending college at the same

-
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1
. . R 2 .
+ime. or there may be other "extenuating" circumstances™ ~ which war-

rant the provision of CWS employment despite the seeriingly high pa-
rental income. Th» data do not permit testing such possibilities
directlv. However, the institutions and geographic locations of these
students can be traced and areas of concentration noted, which may help
explain the relatively high frequency of CWS students from the higher
income levels.-Siﬁilarly, differenéés between students from the lowest
and highest income levels may help explain the eligibility of the

high income student for CWS emplovment.

It is apparent from Table 2.5 that in certain types of insti-
tutions, and in certain sections of the couhtry, CWé students are more
likelv to be drawn from families with annual incomes of $9000 or over.
The percentage is highest at the private university, lowest at the
public two-year institution. 1In gengral, the proportion qfi§WS stu-
dents from the highest income level in the private sector is almost
twice as great as that in public ins@iﬁgtigps; Notice too, that less
than 10% of the students attending the predominantly black schools come
from families with annual incomes of $7500 or wore, while close to one-
third of the CWS students enrolled at predominantly white schools come
from the higher income levels.

Regional differences in the income levels of CWS students are

also apparent. Almost one of everv three CWS students in Region One

- 12

See CWS Manual, pp. 3-9, 3-10.




GROSS FAMILY INCOME OF CWS STUDENTS

TABLE 2.5

BY SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Selected
Institutional *
Characteristics

(n)

Parental Income--FAQO Sample a

$3000-
5999

$6000-
7499

$7500-
8999

$9000
or more

All Students

Type/Control

Private university
Public university
Private four-year
Public four-year
Private two-year

— Public two-year —

Institutional Control

State
Local
Derominational

Racial Composition

Predominantly
white

Predominantiy
black

Region

I

II
III
Iv
v
VI
VII
VIII
IX
X

g

(9664 )

(593)
(2240)
(2052)
(2450)

(278)
(2079)

(3259)
-~ (674)
(1103)

(8695)

(997)

(5u6)
(704)
(867)
(2058)
(16u48)
(1352)
(633)
(584)
(850)
(450)

31,0%

26.8%
30.0
" 29,1
30.8
26,6
35,7

15,5%

16,7%
lu,9
16.7
16,0
17,6
14,0

11.7%

17.7%

31.2%
17.6
21,8
16.4
23.0
10,5

17.1%
"13.1
21.8
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TABLE 2,5~-Continued

Selected Parental Income--FAU 3Sample 1
Institutional n <
Character;‘;tics (M) | ynder | $3000- | $6002- | $7500- | %9000
$3000 5999 7499 8999 or more
Tuition and fees
Less than $400 (3u64) | 30.5% 34.0% 14.2% 9.8% 11.5%
$1500 or more (1232) | 14.3 22.6 17.6 14,4 31.0

aDeSpite the possible limitations, financial aid officev reported income
is used in preference to student reported income for several reasons:

(1) More than 1250 of the 7830 student reéfondeﬁts
did not provide information on parental income .— —

(2) Data provided by the financial aid office may be more
reliable than student estimates since the amount is ob-
tained from the Parents' Confidential Statement or

directly from the family's income tax report,

[+
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comes from a "high" income family, compared with one in eight, nine, 1
or ten in Regions Six, Four, and Nine-respectively, These institu-
tional and sectional variations in the income levels of this sample
of federally funded students reflect differences in institutional
costs which in turn affect student levels of need.13 As Table 2,5 in-
dicates, in the highest c¢ost institutions, almost one in three students
comes from a family with an income of $9000 or more; in instituféaﬂs
where tuition and fees are less than $400, oﬂiy 12% of the-CWS- stu-
dents are from relatively high income. families. T

In" sum, while concerted efforts are being made by financial
aid officers to channel federal mories to "low-income" students, the

formula for determining need is flexible enough to permit offering

assistance to the student of moderate means who is trying to cover
: .

- -

the high costs of attending tﬂé institution of his'choice,

Program guidelineé promulgated in the CWS Manual do not
place an explicit upper limit on parental income, but they do empha-
size that the needs of lcw-income students must be satisfied first.
Table 2.6 offers evidence that students from the highest income group
are hardly being coddled by'financial aid officers., For instance,

(1) Only one in seven has an EOG
(2) Almost one in four holds a term-time job,

other than his CWS employment

3See Friedman and Thompson, op. eft. p. 260 for comparative
costs of attending colleges of varying type and cor.trol and in dif-
ferent regions of the country.

&
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TABLE 2.6

PERCENT OF CWS STUDENTS USING VARIOUS
SOURCES OF .FUNDS FOR MEETING COLLEGE COSTS BY
GROSS PARENTAL INCOME

>

a
Source of Funds Gross Parental Income~-FAO Respondents

for College Costs Under | $3000~ | $6000~ | $7500- | $9000 5
$3000 5999 7449 8999 or more
Parental Contribution 14.1% 29,9% 57.9% 77.7% 92.4%
(1211) | (1723) (924) (749) | (1077) |
_Term-Time Employment 19.8% | 19.5% | 19.4% | 21.9% | 23.0%
. (other than CWS) (1321) | (1810) (956) (768) | (1079)
EOG ) 60.6% 65.2% 56.7% bh, 6% 13.3%

(1662) | (2113) (928) (637) (767)

NDSL 57.1% 60.1% 61.6% 57.5% 60.3%
(1586) | (2012) (950) (716) | (1032)

Other Loan 18.1% 16,3% 19.0% 18.5% 22.4%
(1321) | (1810) (956) (768) | (1079)

Summer Employment 43,7% | 49.1% | 53.3% | 59.6% | 62.7% )
(1321) | (1810)_} _(956) (768) | (1079)

Personal Savings or 35,9% 39,8% 45.5% 52.2% 55.2%

Gifts (1321) | (1810) (956) (768) | (1079)

College or State . 26.4% 32.5% 37.9% 39.8% 42.0%

Scholarship (1321) | (1810) (956) (768) | (1079)

14
.
.

%The term "FAO Respondents" includes students for whom data
from both the Student Questionnaire and the Student Characteristic
Form are available. This sample is used when student supplied in-
formation is presented together with information provided by the
financial aid officer.
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(3) Three out of five have NDSL's

|
(4) More than one'sin four hold a Toan other than NDSL

: .
(5) Over 90% are expected to receive a parental contri-

bution to'help defray the costs of college.

Fupthermore, the higher-income bracket student is more likely than

his low-income counterpart to finance his education beyond high school
through personal savings, summer empioyment, or scholarships.lu

A comparison of CWS and ACE freshmen clearly indicated that CWS

employment is being channeled to low-income students, but that a substan-

tial proportion of CWS 'students are from families with annual incomes of

$9000 or above, Further examination of the data has revealed that
these students are enrolled in relatively high-cost institutions,

their parents are paying a substantial.-share of their expenses, and
that the students themselves have accepted the obligation of loans,

worked during the summer, or dipped into personal savings to help de- ,‘

H

fray the costs of continuing their education, The low-income student, |
with little or no contribution from his parents is heavily reliant up-
on the supplemental grant he usually receives in the form of an EOG to

compensate for this lack of personal resources. Not as many turn to

the other common sources of aid tapped by students from every other

income level,

1

4Table A.2.5 in Appendix A presents the average parental con-
tribution, EOG, NDSL, CWS earnings, and costs for students from dif-
ferent income brackets. A more detailed analysis of the student's aid
package is presented in Chapter Three.




‘he differences revealed in Table 2.6 are only a few of theos
which exis* among students from families with various incores. In
Tahle 2.7 additional data are presented. For alnost every item in
this selected array, family income is a differentiatinq factor. The
~irst section of Table 2.7 reveals that the lowest income group of
CWS students 1s predominantly female.15 and twice as likely to be
black as students from the highest income catepory. Xore than half
have grown up in a rural setting, while only 7% of the lowest in-
come students have lived in the suburbs, These locational differences
are confirmed in the Regional distributions, Close to one-half (47%)
of all the lowest income students have been reared in just two of
the ten Federal Regions, namely Four and Six--the southern and border
states.,

These families have only a 50/50 chance of retaining the real
father as head of the household. When he does serve in that capacity,
his occupation--if employed at all--is that of a laborer. In con-
junction with this, close to one-third of these low-income faﬁilies
have received some form of ﬁelfare. Very few of the mothers or fathers
in this income level have been ablegto continue their educaticns hevond
high school, but this generation of CVS students may well be reversing
the cycle in that 40% of them are the first (even when they have an

older sibling) in the family o attend college.

15, . . .
This is true even when correction is made for the tendency

of non-respondents to be male.

——— iy St =
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TABLE 2.7

SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS BY FAMILY INCOME

Selected Family Inccume--Student Respondents
Ch_rgzzgjggtics Under {$3000- |$6000- |$7500- | $9000
e $3000 5999 7495 8999 or more
Demographic
Female 61.1% 56.6% 56.8% 59.0% 54.5%
(9ou) J(1964) |(1o42) (876) | (1705)
Ethnicity Black 36.2% u6,9% 15,2% 11,3% 16.7%
(892) |(1942) ](1028) (867) | (1685)
Grew up on farm, ranch 57.0% 50,0% 46.,4% 41,6% 34,4%
or in a"small town (902) }(1961) (1038) (875) | (1696)
Grew up in a suburh 7.2% 8.5% 9.5% 17.1% 21.8%
(902) }t(1961) |(1038) .| (875) | (1696)
Grew up in DHEW 47,3% 40,0% 31.0% 23.6% 21.1%
Regions IV or VI (882) |(1895) |(1008) (83u) | (16u0)
Father was family head
when student was in - 53.9% 68.7% 84,9% 88,3% 92.5%
high school (891) 1} (1935) | (1028) (86u4) | (1674)
Father a laborer or 42,6% 25.u4% 14,6% 10.3% 4,1%
unemployed - (378) {(1068) (700) (600) | (11u45)
Family received welfare 31.6% —4-15,1% §.6% 4,9% 2.7%
(911) | (19s5u) 1{(1lou8) (380) | (1722)
Father or mother had 16.5% |~ 23.0% 28,7% 32.3% | u5.,8%
some college (683) ](1521) (812) (687) | (12u3)
First to attend college 40,0% 32.1% 30.0% 26.8% 18.4%
(has older sibling) (683) | (1372) (cuy) (533) (930)
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TABLE 2.7--Continued
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1
Selected Family Income--Student Respondents ;
Chai:gi:gzstics Under |$3000~ |$6000- |$7500- | $9060
$3000 5999 7499 8999 | or more
Academic
Was in college prep 41.0% | u8.5% | 56,1% |- 58.4% | 67.8%
srogram in high school (883) |(19uu) | (1034) (878) | (1705)
Less than half of .
high school class went 55.0% 50.8% 48,5% u4 7% 39.0%
to college (907) }(1955) | (10u48) (8s8u4) | (1703)
Three closest friends 45.2% | 50.8% | 58.1% | 60.4% | 65.9%
went to college (90y) (1950) (1037) (&878) (1709)
Decided during senior
year or later to go 32.5% 27.0% 23,0% 22.1% 15.1%
to college (879) |(1932) | (1029) (865) | (1687)
Mean SAT-Verbal u77 514 541 538 571
(143) (357) (237) (228) (507)
Mean ACT 21.2 23,4 25,7 28,3 30,3
(136) (34y) (191) (1u6) (2957
Participated in Upward
Bound. or Educational 7,1% 4,8% 4,7% 3,1% 1.8%
Talent Search (912) (1956) (1ouy) (869) (170%)
Fall 1970 grades B+ 20.0% 24 .1% 29,2% 29,9% 33.6%
or better . (823) (1792) (983) (820) 1t (1.506)
Have taken remedial 18.2% | 12.8% 9.9% 6.3% 5.6%
courses (922) (1985) (1055) (888) (1772w)
Financial
Student is "independ- u7,5% 37.9% 32,8% 30.4% 35.3%
ent” ' (901) |(1930) | (1027) (871 (1681)
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TABLE 2,7-~Continued

Selected ; Family Income--Student Respondents
Student : :
. s i Under | $3000- $6000- $7500- : $9000

Characteristics ' $3000 | 5999 ° 7493 8999  or more
Financial--continued %

Availability of finan- :

cial aid was primary 56, 4% 48,5% © U45.0% 45,7% 31.8%
consideration - - - (888) { (1931) : (1017) (866) (1682)
Would not have Leen ' ;
able to go to college 32.7% 23,3% 16.2% & 13.1% - 8.0%
without CWS employment (900) | (1930) | (1027) | (860) ~ (16€3) !
Financial aid will 51,4% | 48.7% | us.4% | w778 . u2.9% |
not cover expenses i (904) | (1928) ¢ (1033} : (853) ; :1676)

. i i
Mean additional Su6u $584 $616 . 9638 | $766
meney needed po(uu2) | (874) | (u36) | (378) | (664)
Attitudinal é i ' Py
Want college with in-  {"17,0% | 18.8% | 17.9% ! 2, 4% | 26.6%
tellectual challenge (676) "| (1570) (870) § (%35) , (1470)
Plan graduate or pro- 46.3% | 46,3% | 46.1% | 51.6% | -5575%
fessional degree (910) (1060) (loue) ! (878) (1763)
Expect to enter a 20.5% | 22,0% | 22.3% | 24,2% | 27.6%
"prestige" occupation? (816) 1} (1787) (963) ~ 7(814) } (15u48)
i !

Very sure about occu- 61.4% 53.8% 49.9% | 56.5% I 54,4%
pational choice (901) { (1952) | (1041) (875) | (1699)

»

qCollege teaching, research, medicine, law, ministry, architecture,

or engineering.
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Not surprisingly, differences among CWS students do not stop

&

wigh their demographic characterisiics. For example, the lowest in-
come CWS student is least likely to come from a college-oriented en-
vironment in that only 41% have taken a college preparatorv program;
an overwhelming 55% have attended high schools from which less than
one-half of the class has elected to go to college, while only 45%
have indicated that three of their closest friends have gone on to
collége; and last, but by no means least in importance--a good one-
third did not decide to seek admission to college until their senior
year or later, This same pattern is reflected in achievement or aca-
demic aptitude measures. Mean scores on the SAT-Verbal or ACT test
are lowest for this group of students, and only one in five has
earned a B+ or higher average. It is not surprising, therefore, to
see that the percentages appearing in the lowest income cells indi-
ca¥e that the higheSt number of 8tudents have participated in the

special preparatory program such as Upward Bound or Educatioral Taler:

Search or have taken remedial. courses. ) .

A late decision to enroll in college is not to be treated
lightly. Forty-nine percent of the financial aid officers report
that the early.applicant is generally given preference in CWS job
placement. Similarly, in a recent study, the amount of a student's
EOG was found to be related to the time eligibility for financial aid

was recognized: the late applicant received a smaller grant,l

16

Friedman and Thompson, op. ¢it., p, 61.




George Nash cavtions that the chances of a low-income student's at-
tending college are considerably reduced if he has not heard about
the availability of finanéial aid before his senior year in high
school.17

All of this points to the need. t. 2 and intensify ef-
forts to reach the lowest income- student while he is still in high
school and preferably during his first two years., Many institutions’
have initiated vigorous recruitment programs with apparent success;la
but there is now new evidence that gaps still exist in the dissemi-
nation of student financ.al aid information at both the high school
and college levels,

The magnitude of the problem is elucidated when a few of the
characteristics of the lowest-income student are examined, Almost
kalf of the students in the lowest income category, compared to only
one-third in the "$9000 or above" group, indicate that they are in-
dependent. These are student; for whom no parental contribution is
normally expected, It is not surprising that 56% of the lowest in-
come group state that the availability of financial aid was the pri- '
mary consideration in their choice of a college, 1In fact, one out

of three claims that he would not have been able to attend college

without CWS employment.

7 i .

George Nash, "The Current Status of Financial Aid Adminis-
tration," Association of College Admissions Counselors Journal, XII
(1969).

18Friedman and Thompson, op. ett., Chapter Four.




94

The low-income student» lacking accumulated personal resources
and parental support, has found an entry to collegé through a CWS job.
U-Ffartunately, it turns out that i.ore than one-half of these students

+d s many as 43% in the ''$9000 and above" category) indicate that
the total financial aid they are receiving this year will not cover
their basic expenses, On the daverage $625 additional is required,
bu* the amount varies for each income category and to a degree re-
fliacts the cost of attending the~college.

These differences which persist among CWS students from the
different income levels are franslated into corresponding attitudinal
differences, Not many of the CWS students from any incoﬁe level are
lookigg to college as a source of intellectual challenge but the num-

. 19
ber tends to decrease as the income level goes down,

In general, educational and occupational expectations «re
highest at the upper income level, but none of the differences is
large. Slightly more than one -half of the highest income group plan
to continue their education beyond college, Looking next at the per-
cent expecting to enter a profession, it can be inferred that approx-
iﬁately one-half of the students (regardless of income level) planning
to continue beyond the baccalaureate have professional aspirations.

And finally, it is the student from the lowest income :ategory who ex-

presses the greatest degree of certainty about his occupational choice.

-

lgThis corresponds to previous findings that low-income college
students are less likely to view the primary purpose of college as that
of obtaining a broad general education, and more likely to be vocation-
ally oriented. See Friedman and Thompson, op. ett., pp. '.7-64.
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Research findings indicate that occupational expectations
undergo égnsiderable change during the undergraduate years.20 The
decline in students expecting to enter '"prestige" professions (such as
research, c&llege teaching, or engineering)'ana moving toward a busi-
ness career is greatest among students with low grades or SAT scores.21
Since it has already been noted that CAT scores and grades vary di-
rectly-with family income, it can be presumed that many in the lowest
income category who feel '"certain' about their career choice will al-
ter this choice before graduation, Their certainty at this point, in
light of their relatively high expectations, bespeaks the need for
expert career guidance and counseling for the disadvantaged student

who may enter college with high hopes but lacks the academic ability

to attain the cccupational ctatus toward which he aspires. A success-

ful financial aid program designed to attract low-income students

and make it financislly possible for them toaattend college, needs to
be supplemented by a special counseling program in order to maximize
the probability that these students will make realistic choices and

succeed in reaching their career goals.

20See e.g&. R, R, Hind and T, E. Wirth, "The Effects of Univer-
sity Experience on Occupational Choice Among Undergraduates." Soetology
of Education, XXXXII (Winter, 19€9), 50-703 also James A. Davis, Great
Aspirations (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1962); and James A.
Davis, Undergraduate Career Decisions “(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co.,
1964).

lyind and Wirth, op. eit.
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II. Ethnicity

Table 2.8 compares ethnic background distributions of the
LWS sample from two sources: the students themselves and the
financial aid officer, The concentration of minority studeﬁts among
the CWS freshmen stood out in Table 2,1 and requires no further com-
ment here. It appears that the financial aid officer tends to clas-
sify the PuertélRicans with the Spanish-surnamed Americans, and
hesitates to distinguish Indians or Orientals from the rest of the
group, The major difference in the two sets 6f percéntages is the
5% exchange between the black and Caucssian Americans.22 This dis-

crepancy was noted in Table 1.8 and can be attributed to the under-

representation of blacks in the respondent category.

TABLE 2.8

ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF CWS STUDENTS

Racial and Ethnic Student FAO
Background Respondents Sample
American Indian - .8% 4%
Oriental American 1.4 .9
Spanish-surnamed American 3.7 4.7
Puerto Rican 1.0 U
Black 18.0 23,4
White 72,5 67.2
Other 2.6 2.9
N (7606) (9665)

22The matcheé“re§bonses of 5775 students and financial aid of-
ficers on the question of ethnic background yields a complete agree-
ment of 92% with a gamma of .91.




Table 2,9 oresents selected demographic, academic, financial, and
attitudinal characteristics of the CWS students from the various
ethnic groups. The differences which obtained for CWS students by
income classification (Table 2.7) hold for students from different
ethnic backgrounds. The most salient factors include:

(1) Demographic Characteristics

.

(a) The minority CWS student comes from a family with a lower

mean income than the white student.23

(b) The head of his family is less likely to be the father,
and when it is, he tends to be a common laborer or among
the unemployed. Correspondingly, every fifth black or
Spanish-speaking student comes from a family with a history
of having received welfare.

(c) The subtle differences among these group cultures come to
the fore in the comparisons of mother's and father's edu-
cation, Close to one-half of the Spanish-speaking parents
have not recieved education beyond the 8th grade, and one-

~ third of the black fathers fall into this same class, 1In
all cases, a higher percentage of the mothers continue their
educations beyond grammar school than do the fathers.

(d) If he has an older sibling, the black or Spanish-speaking

student is more likely than the white or Oriental to be

the first child in the family to attend college.

3In almost every instance, the Orientals are similar to whites;
the blacks and Spanish-speaking Americans--including the Puerto Ricans
share similar characteristics and most indicators depict them as more
"disadvantaged" than whites in this group of CWS participants.
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TABLE 2.9

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENT RESPONDENTS
BY RACE OR ETHNIC BACKGROUND@

Selected . ggzgiig;
Characteristics Black American | Oriental| White
Demographic
Family income under $3000 28.6% 24.3% 11.3% 9.9%
(1130) - (309) (88) (4873)
Father family head 62.3% 76.6% 83.3% 81.3%
) (1104) (2u8) (78) (4493)
Family head a laborer or 40.6% 33.7% 19.2% C14.7%
unemployed (1061) (2u6) (78) (4470)
Family received welfare 21.2% 22.2% 2.6% 8.u%
(1106) (2u8) (78) (u522)
Father had less than 31.5% u8.,u% 26.0%- 11.8%
eight years education (1029) (2us6) (73) (4u3y)
Mother had less than 14,2% 43,0% 21.6% 5.7%
eight years education (1076) (2u9) (74) (4u79)
First to attend college 35.3% 39.4% 16.7% 28.0%
(has older sibling) (807) (180) (5u) (2881)
Grew up in large city 24,8% 18.7% 25.3% 10.9%
(1123) (252) (79) (4547)
Grew tp in a rural area 40,3% 41,3% 31.6% 48,33
(1123) (252) (79) (usu7) -
Academic
Enrolled in college prepar- u3,5% 32.5% 55.3% 57.2%
atory program in high school (1070) (243] (76) (4496)
9 g
Have participated in Upward 11,0% u,u% 6&3;) (u;gg)
Bound or Educational (1113) (251) °
Talent Search
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Selected Span1§h
Characteristics Sgeaklng
Black American | Oriental| White
Academic--continued
Kave used one or more sup~ 63.7% 53.8% 44, 3% 36.4%
portive services (1132) (253) (79) (u584)
First decided to attend coli-
lege during senior year or 29.8% 34.8% 16,2% 22.7%
later (108y) (2uy) (74) (4485)
Less than half of high school 59.7% 51,u4% 41.8% 4y, 0%
class went to college (1112) (245) (79) (4507)
Mean SAT~Verbal y2y 479 549 549
(183) (15) (15) (980)
Mean ACT 16.8 20.5 20,8 26,9
(118) (40) * (19) (813)
Mean GPA 2.29 2.43 2.67 2.71
(1036) (227) (70) (u222)
Financial
Low cost primary consideration] u40.6% 53,3% 41,3% 34.3%
(1ous) (2u42) (75) (43€8)
Financial aid most important 53.7% 58,6% 49,3% 40.3%
in choosing college (1083) (249) (75) (4y72)
Would not have been able to 34.8% . 25.5% 5.4% 14.5%
go to college without job (1094) (247) (74) (4475)
Mean total financial aid $1307 $13y7 $1221 